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INTRODUCTION

This is the second of two reports on a NatiOnal Evaluation of the immediate
.

effects of Project Head Start. An earlier SDC document, TM-4862/000, describes
some of the characteristics of Children,

families,-and-programs_in_semPles of
full-year classes operating in 1968-69. The present supplementary report

presents findings from th10046.-67 and 1967-68 samples.
*oe

-The Head Start National Evaluation was designed to identify, pretest- posttest
'erformance changes associated with Head Start participation, and the conditions
under which the changes were greatest. There were no control groups. of

'elidible children who did not attend Head Start; the emphasis is on comparisons
within./withi.n the Head Start sample to see what kinds ofclassroom experience?'

k best"' for what kinds of. children.

The earlier *report, TM-4862/000, discusses the goals,"history4 and deVelopsont

of Project Head Start, and ssemarizes major findingsOf prior evaluation and

research studies on Head Start.and other preschool intervention programs. It
also describes the rationale and overall design of the Head Start National

. ,Evaluation. As noted-in the earlier report, the specific featUres of the

National:Evaluation design, the instruments used, and the Conditions under`

which the evaluation data were collected, changed somewhat over the three

years of the evaluation effort. Each year;s'evaluation is thus treated as a
4,separate study. Where apprdpriate-, however the present report makes -

comparigons across years, pointing out commOnelities.and di4arences in the
1.3tpatterns of child-program interaction effects ..

The remainder of this report is organized into two major sections. The first

)11g

section, consisting of Chapters I thr h.k, describes the analysis and

-findings of the 1967-68'National Evaluation data; the second,socAom*,

Chapter XI, describes the'reSulta of the 1966-67 evaluation.

0
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CHAPTER I

DESIGN OF THE 1967-68 EVALUATION

The evaluation for the 1967-68 study set the following guidelines for selectionof samplechildren:

The
guideline-eligible children must be enrolled in a:program-

in session from October 1967 through April 1968.

They must be (on entry) no younger than three years and six months,,

and no older than four years and nine months.

-They must belong to a,class containing at least ten such "nee"
children" (i.e., children without.prior full-year preschool
experience).

Several criteria were also -set for the data-- collection - procedures:

The'common*core instruments must be administered
between the

second and sixthweek.after the child enters Head Start, and
again at the end of the program.

.

Observational data on classroom
experiences-must be collected

throughout the program.

. In 50% of the
sample, additional-in-depth information must be

collected on the child, his family, and hig
classroom-experience&(These data were not part of the "common core" dita,'and are not

included in the present study)

The sample mis recruited by-14 Head Start, Evaluation and Research (E6R) Centersfrom delegate agencies, Head Start
Center.Directorsr tiachirs, and parents whowere willing to participate in a year-long

evaluation project. Unlike the1968 -694valuation effort, there here no direct interveations by the EIRCenters in-1967768; that' is, the Mt Centers did not directly introduce' specificintervention programs of their own design or
selection-However., the-Centersdid attempt to select sample-classes that Varied as widely as possible in

anticipated educational approach and
child.cheracteristics.
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The earlier report, TM-4862/600/01,
has discussed some of the major design

limitations that apply to all three years of the Head Start National Evaluation,
and_sone implications of those limitations for the analysis and terpretation
of the evaluation data. Briefly, the most serious design conN aints were as
follows:

The evaluation effort represents a guasi-experimental design,
rather than a true experiment.

Although numerous research

hypotheses concerning possible-Head Start program effects were
implicit in the nature of the instruments used. and the, data

--collected, these hypotheses were 'not made explicit prior-tO the

data-collection effort. Furthermore, in -none of the three years

.were all,children assigned randomly to treatlent-conditions,. nor
were programs selected randomly from the total population-of- Head,.
Start Centers. Thus iecannot be claimid that the-Samples of

programs in4.children were, in any rigorous ainsevrepresentative

of the total Head Start program.
.

The National Evaluation did not include a control group of children

who had no exposure to Head Start; thus, it is particularly difficult
to, substantiate cause-and-effect relationships between program

variables and performance measures. for this reason, in the

analyses reported here, the Used Start experiences are described as

"associated with" certain changes in performance, rather than as

having caused those changes-

There were variations among. Head Start Venters in the interval

between.the opening of classes, and.the administrationiqf the

pretests; similarly, there -were variations in the interval between,

pretest-and posttest administration's., Because of the potential

impact of the variations on the children's pretest and gain scores,

and because of the possible confounding of these variations with
Nx the progrovvariables

being investigated, the analyss desCribed

the present report include an examination of the intervals and
their elaiiOnahip to performance.

NN
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As later chapters in this report show, there were sisable

quantities of Missing data on many ofthe mew/res. The sample

sixe,for a given measure was typically smaller than the total

sample by at least two'hundred children. Presumably, most of

the missing cases represent children who were not, present in the

classes when the instruments were administered. In other cases,

it may have been foun 'vim difficult to obtain a particular

measure, even though the Child was physically piesentthis
t

evidently was occasionally true for some Spanish-speaking children.

The danger introduced by the missing data is that:the missing cases

might represent children who differed in important dimensions.frol

their clessmates'who were included inthe analyses. Furthermore,-

there.is.a possibiliti, that the 'pattern of missing*Caies for. -
_

different,Head Start Centers and cla4ses might be confounded with

certain program variableeassociated- with thOffe classes. .Such a

',confounding effect could conceivably produce spuriOusestatistical

relationships between tie program variables and the performance

measures.

The missing data problem is. one that must be taken into consideration

in, interpreting the various findings reported in this document. It

was not possible within the scope of this 'study to,perform an

in-depth examination of the missing cases, so as to determine exactly

how much, and in what ways, they. differed from the casesinciudid in

the analyses, However, Chapter VI does briefly compare the pretest :

performance of all children having pietist scores,._against the

Pretest performance of those children having both pretest and

posttest scores (i.e., the children for whom >n- scores could be

calculated); this comparison provides'a-basik, Zor assessing the

magnitude of bias that might be introduced by, children .who dropped

out of the programs efdte the and of:the evaluation period.:



CHAPTER II

MEASURES FOR 1967-68 ANALYSIS

This chapter describes the' instruments used in the 1967-68 evaluation, and

the variables derived from data elements contained in those instruments.

A. INSTRUMENTS

The data collection instruments fall into three general categories:

Instruments designed to record data, on the background and performance

of the Head Start children.

Instruments pertaining to the children's parents and families.

O

Instruments pertaining to the Head Start Centers and classes.

1. Instruments Periaining.to-Children

.The only instrument used in 1967-68 to measure cognitive growth was the

4,

'Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test. Scores on this instrument, which was admin-.

iserpd pre and-post, reflect a complex of skills endattitudes, including-the

child's willingness to- cooperate with the.examiner,'his comprehensionof the

instructions and tasks, and his general-level_of.intellectual achievement.

Stanford-Binet performance his frequently' been reported to predict performtce

in school sitUationt.

Two instruments, the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance and the

Social Interaction Observation Procedure, were administered pre an4 poit to

provide information about the children's behavior_in the social-emotional

domaill. After administering the Stanford-Binet to a child, the examiner'

filled in the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance, based on his

observations of the child in the test situation. This rating scale describes

attitudinal and emotional factions that might .11ANV contributed to the child's

Stanford-Binet performance; it also provides a measure of the child's ability

to adjust to the test conditions.



The Social Interaction Observation Procedure (SIOP) was developed at the

University of Kansas. In ,this behaviorally oriented procedure, Observers

. recorded in ten - second, intervals .the social interactions of individual children

with peers and adults during free-play, situations. The instrument was desiined--

to help answer questions such as whether a child initiated:social contacts
4
or

was simply a respondent, whether he participated sore in interactions with

peers or with adults, how 'much he interacted with peers of other ethnic groups

than his own,s etc.

Certain additional. data on children wererecorded on.SupPcenentary Data Cards.

These included such information as the childrAl's geographic region and prior
-

Head Start experience.'

2. Instrument Pertaining to Parents and Families

Pre and post data on the parents and families werecolledted on a Parent

Interview form that was similar-but not identical-to the one used in 1968-69.

This instrument provides three kinds of data: (1) demographic, such as the

mother's age and education, (2) behavioral, such as the mother's participation

in community activities, and items intended to proVide an index of the child's

emotional maturity at home, and (3) dynamic and process factors such as the

mother's reported mode of controrover the child, her aspirations and expec--

.tationi for his development, and her attitudes of qiitimism, alienation, and
0 hopelessness.

3. Instruments Pertaining.toPrograms

. .

'Several forms were used to collect information about the classrooms and staff.

The Characteristics of Teaching Staff form cOntainectinformation about the

Head Start teachers-and aides, their personal Characteristics (sex, age,.

ethnicity, etc.), their level of education, any special training they received

in preparation for their Head Start dutied, and type and amount of prior teach-

ing experience. Another form, Description of Center and ClesLrOom Composition,

provided information about the-number of chtldrin and dtaff members in each



classroom, the number of square feet of indoor and outdoor facilities, and

the ethnic, sex, and age distributions of Children in the classes:'.

The Observation of Substantive Curricular Input (OSCI) was used to collect

more dynamic and interactive data about the.actual classroom activities. This
. ,- . -

instrument, developed, by UCLA, is.a time-sampling observation designed to
. - v

provide information on such questions as: What pmoportion of time is spent in

free play? In activities developing small-muscle skills? In small groups?

The 1967-68 OSCI diffee6 from the 1968-69 version in that there were no

measures looking specifically at the teacher; i. e., the focus for all of the

1967-68 observations was on what the children themselves were doing, regard-

less .less of whether a teacher was interacting with them or directing them.

Certain additional data on the programs were recorded on Master Data Cards;

these iqcluded information about. the class program length,'number of class

meetings per week, class stability, the head teacher's continuity, the type

of delegate agency responsible for the program, the largest ethnic group in

the class, etc.

B. PROCEDURES FOR DEFINING VARIABLES

In general, the procedures used to organize the data elements for 1967-68 into

meaningful program variables, child,variAbles, and parent variables were the

same as, those described for the.1968-69 data (TM-4862/000, Chapter V). ..thi(s'

process involved (1) the reorganization of data elements by child,:*Iier

'ICthan by instrument, (2) the recoding of response alternatives for.some indi-

vidual data items, so that the items'would provide meaningful scales, and

(3) the use of rational analyses (i. e., face validity) and information from

earlier" studies to define new variables based. oh combinations of data items.

After all variables were defined, the definitions were incorporated into

computer programs that extracted the necessary information from the data

tapes and produced'a new tape containing, for each child, 'Values for all'of

a
7

v.



row
r

0

the Derived variables. This new tape, designated the Master Tape, was the
basis for all statistical manipulations of the data.

h.

C. INITIAL SET OF VARIABLES

By steps summarized above, an initial fit of 199 variables was defined...
Of this set, 142 variables are child-oriented".variablesl.i. e., they are
derived from records associated with individual children. These include the
types of information described below:

1. Child-Oriented Variables

a. Child Personal and Background Data
so.

Examples of this -ype of informatioeare the child's sexeetbnicity, age-,
the degree to which adults read to the child, his are a of residence (South/
yon-South), and amount of prior prescnoolexperience.

These. variables were
-selected because it was felt of.Apterest to proiils deecr4tivi.data.on the..
Head Start children at time of entry into the program, as well as to compsitit,

performance gains for different subgroup's of children.

b. Child's Family 0

Examples of these variables are mother's and-father's education level and
occupation, ratio of rooms to people in the home,.number of adults in the
home, number of children in the hope, family mobility,.

and family strkkotvre.-4.2.-.-
TsThe selection of these variables was based 'an interest in the family ori4Ins

and environment of the Head Start children, and in the possible relationAlips
.between these family variables and thechildren`s gains in Head Start. .

These variables include the interval between the start of the schobl year and

.

c. Timing of Instrument Administration and Period of Head Start Program'sInfluence

..

.

the pretest administration of certain instruments; the pretest - posttest

interval; and the child's attendance level. These variables were potentially
of interest for their use in determining hoW the children's performance
varied with their period of exposure to the program and with the timing of
the tests.

8
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a

Performande Measures on Cognitive and Social-Affective Iptruments
Administered to the Children

o

. .

These include both prescores and postscores on each child-Oriented instrument

described above in Section A. Most of these measures are defined in greater-
.

detail, and_the rationale for their selection is described in SectionfrE, below.

e. Variables Relatingto the Paren's' Attitudes
.

These include dat'a on the parents' aspirations and expectations for their '

children's subsequent educational attainments; their feeling of personal

power (or lack of it); their degree of involvement'in Head Start and community'

.activities; and -theieattittdes toward, Head Start and toward education in

-41teral.

On reason for interest in these variables was their value in describinwtht

entering characteristics of the parents. Another reason was that some of the .

variables might profitably be used as dependent variables; to determine

Whether Head Start experience was associated with beneficial changes in the

parent attitudes.

2. Program-Otiented Variables

Anotheraetet variables canlbe-characterized as program-oriented. These

Variables_were erived from instruments maintained by site or class rather

than by dividual child. The program-oriented variables as a group are vital

s study, because they represent the independent variables whose

tionships with the performance measures are to'be investigated. In the

following discussion,' they are organized into several categories of informa7

-tionr the discussion includes examples of variables'in each category, and a

rationale for selection of the category.'

a. Teacher's,Personal and Background Variables .

These variables are important both to obtain a--e,ear picture of the character-

isties and professional backgrounds Of the Head-Start teachers and'aides, and
to determine hout thdse characteristics were related to the children's

f
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performance. A further reason fOr including variables in this category is
that two such variables (teacher's general education and teacher's paid
experience witir disadvantaged preschool children) were fouO significantly
associated with performance in the analyses of the 1968-69 data.

The teacher variables defined for 1967-68 thus'include'background inforMation
about the teacher's (or aide's) level of general education; educational

% training for Head Start programs; and-paid teaching experience with young
disadvantaged children, with older advantaged children, and with young
advantaged children.

b. Program/Curriculum Variables and-Classroom Materials
Nc.

From a logical standpoint, it might be expected that variables reflecting the
diredt interaction between the program e.; the classroom insfructioUand
the, children should be strongly associated with'the children's performance.
Eleven variables related to actual-program activities in the classrooms were
deriVed from the Observation'of-SUbstantive Curricular Input (OSCI).` Four
of:these variables represented scores on factors that had been compUted by
TICLA in its earlier analyses of the OSCI data (Stern, 1969). The other
seven OSCI variables were measures of the frequency of observed use-of certain
types of equipment and materials (e. g., language materials, art materials,.

-small-muscle material) in the classrooms.

D. CORRELATIONAL ANALYSES OF INITIAL SET.OF VARIABLES

The earlier report covering the 1968-69 Head Startdata (EM74862/000)
describes the rationale and procedures for use of a-correlational approach
to select, from,a large number of independent. and dependent variables, a
subset of variables for more intensive study. using analysis-of-variapce tech-
niques. In this approach, the Pearson product-moment correlation is computed4
between the pre-6st scores and eaah program variables. Next, the correlation

I' *is computed between th posttest scores and each program variable. The dif-
ferelices between, these two correlations are computed and a "t" test is

! -

.

performed on each difference to tes$,the hypothesis of "no difference." The-

-r;,`probabilities of differences as large as'or larger than the observed

'10



differences as large or larger than the obderved differences are computed.
A significant correlation-increase is. interpreted as suggestive of a positive

(beneficial) relationship between the program variable -and the peAformance
measure, and a decrease as a negative relationship. The number of significant

relationships that a variable has with,other variables is used asone indicator
of the possible importance of that variable for inclusion in the analyses of
Variance.

Tables 1 through 16 show the most important findings from the correlational

analyses, which involved 22.independent variables and 16 dependent variables

(childand parent Measures. Each table shows results for one dependent vari-
.

able. Table 1, for example, shows results of the 'correlational analysis for

the Stanfoid-Binet. The left4ost column lists all program variables that

showed pre-post correlation differences having probabilities- of .05 or less..
From left to right, the remaining Columns shOW-the correlation between the

program variables and the latest IQ scores; the correlations between program

variables and posttest scores; and the differences between the two correlations.

A negative sign (-) by a number in thi "Corr. Diff." column means,that the post-

correlation was smaller than the pre correlation (i. e., that a-hi4her value

on the program variable was associated with lower performanCe); the absence

of any sign means that the post correlation was larger, and suggests the pos-

sibility of a beneficial effect of the program variable. A 'double asterisk

(**) by a correlation difference signifies that-the chanCe'probability of

occurrence of a difference of that-size or larger is no. greater than .01; a

(-single asterisk (*) designates a probability of no greater than .05.

E. SELECTION OF SUBSET OF VARIABLES FOR ANALYSES OF VARIANCE

As described it t1.1 preceding section, tests were performed on pre-post differ-
,

ences in correlation between each of the potential independent variables, and

each of the potential dependent variables. The results of this correlational

analysis were then used, along with several' other,criteria, to winnow the

variables down to a number that would be manageable within the limits of the

project, and at the same time would give some reasonable promise of showing

significant relationships between independent and dependent, ariables in

subsequent analyses of variance,
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Table 1

PRE VS. POST CORRELATIONS 4ETWERN INDEPINONST
.

VARIABLES AND VALUES ON'STANIFORD-BINEI'

4

Corr. . Corr.

.

.

Corr.
Independent Variables Pre Post Diff.

Claes Transiency -0.02 -0.40. --0.08**

Teacher Continuity 0.00 0.05 0.05* /9

OSCI - Art Materials 0.00 0.04 0.04*
.

Pupil/Teacher Ratio -0.04 0.00 0.04*

*. Designates a correlation difference with probability less .than .05

** Designates .a correlation difference with probability lei's' then..01

.

12'
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Table 2

PRE VS. POST CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INDEPEMENT VARIABLES .

AND VALUES ON FACTORS AFFECTING TEST PERFORMANCE (PATP).

Corr. ,Corr. Corr.
Independent Variables Ire Post Diff.

Pupil/Teadhei Ratio 0.06

,

-,0.07 -0.13**

Teacher Continuity 0.04 0.13 0.09**

OSCI , Saall-Muscle Materials -0.12 -0.03 0.09**

Teacher EdUcation 0.03 -0.06' -0.09**

OSCI - Language Materials -0.10 -0.02 0.08**

Experience with Disadvantaged, Children -0.02 rt0'.11 0.09**

Outdoor Square Feet 0.00 0.08. 0.08**

Experience with Disadvantaged Children -0.04 -0.11 .-0.07*

OSCI Factor I (Cognitive, Low Strlicture) coo 0.06 0.06*

* Designates a correlation difference with probability less than .05

** Designates a correlation difference with probability less than .01

13



Table 3 .

PRE VS. POST- CORRELATIONS slawig0 INDSPEMMT VAIWILES,
4.16)vAispf OR Mt- tottaraii4.101004

Independent Variables
Corr.
Pre

Corr.
Post

Teacher Education. 6.13 -.0s01

Class Transiency 0,14 0,02

OSCI - Large-Muscle Materials 0.00. *0.01

OSCI -.Dramatic Materials 0.00 0.09

OSCI - Small-Muscle Materials *0.06, -0:13

Pupil /Teacher Ratio -0.05 0.02

Corr.
Diff.

-0.12**

-0.09**

0.09**

-0.07* *-

* Designates a correlation difference with probability less than .05

** Designate4a correlation difference with probability less than ,01
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Table 4

PRE VS. POST. CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
AND VALUES ON SIOP - TOTAL NON-VERBAL BBHAVIOR

Independent Variable*

OSCI-- Language Materials

OSCI - Music Materials

OSCI - Small-Muscle Materials;

Teacher Education

Table 5

Corr. Corr. Corr.
Pre Post Diff.

-0.05

0.01

0.00

-0.18

0.11

0.10

0.08

-0.10

PRE VS. POST CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
AND VALUES ON SIOP - TOTAL INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0.16**

0.09**

0.08*

0.08*

Corr. Corr. Corr.
Independent Variables Pre Post Diff.

Experience with Advantaged Children 0.06 -0.08 -0.14**

Experience with Disadvantaged Children 0.03 -0.09 -0.12*

* DeSignates a correlation difference with probability less than .05

**' Designates a correlationdifference with probability less than .01

-15.



asV

"0. Table 6:

PRE VS.'POST CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AND VALUES
ON SIOP:- INITIATIONS BY SUBJECT TO PEERS' 01 RARE ;EMIG GROUP

Independent Variables
Corr.
Pre

Corr.
--Post

Corr.
Diff.

Pupil/Teacher Ratio 0.12 -0.07 -0.10**

,Class Transiency 0.03 -0.10

Experiehce.with Disadvantaged Children 0.11 -0.03

Experience .with Advantaged Children 0.09 -0.02 4%11**

C OSCI - Large-Muscle Materials 0.01 -0.08 -0.09**

OSCI - Science Materials 0.03 0.11 0.08**

Teacher Education 0.08 -0.01 -0.09*

.* Designates a correlation difference with probability less than .05 ,

**. Designates a correlation difference with'probability leas than .01
0

16
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Table 7

PRE VS. POST CO TiONS BETWEEN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AND VALUESON SOP - INITIATIONS BY SUBJECT TO PEERS OF MOIR ETHNIC GROUP

Corr. Corr. Corr.
Independent Variables Pre Post Diff.

Experience with Disadvantaged Children. -0.11 -0.19 0.08**
Class Transiency

-0.06 --0.13 -0.07**

Eiperiencewith Advantaged Children -0.11 *-0.18 -0.67*

OSCI - Small-Muscle Materials -0.02 0.04 0.06*'

Pupil/Teacher Ratio - -6.03 -0.09 - 0.06 *'

OSCI - Factor III (Cognitive, High Structure) 0.02 41.03 -0.05*

* Designates a correlation difference with probability less than .05

Designates ccorreliiion difference with probability less'than .01

17



Table 8

PRE VS. POST CORRELATLONS BETWEEN ,INDEPENDENT 11ARIAILI8 AND VALUES
ON STOP - INITIATION. TO SUIEJECT eV SAKE minc-tamp PEERS ,

Corr. Corr. Corr.
Independtpt Variables

r.

Pr, e Post Diff.

-0.11**
OSCI - Larg&Muscle Materials 0,03 -0.08

Experience with Disadvantaged .-Children 0.12 0.00 -0.12**

Experiendcwith Advantaged Children C.12 0.01 -0.11**

Pupil/Teacher Ratio 0.06 -0;04 -0.10***

OSCI - Small-Muscle Materials -0.12 -044
0 0.08 * *.

Class Transiency -0.03 -06.10 -0.07*

OSCI -,Science Materials 0.06 0.12 .0:0;*

Designates a correlation difference with, probability less than .03,

** Designates a corm ifference probiebil4ty iess thaw .91
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Table 9 .

PRE VS. POST CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AND VALUES
ON SIOP - INITIATION TO SUBJECT BY OTHER ETHNIC GROUP PEERS

Corr. Corr Corr.
Independent Variables Pre- Post Diff.

Experience with Disadvantaged Children -0.10 -0.19 -0.09**

Experience with Advantaged Children -0.10 '-0.17 -0.07**

OSCI - Dramatic Materials -0.05 -0.10 -0.05***

Table 10

PRE VS. POST CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INDEPENBENT VARIABLES AND
VALUES ON PARENT'S ESTIMATE OF HEAD START BEN FITS TO CHILD

Corr.: Corr. Corr.Independent Variables Pre Post Diff.

Class Transiency
. 0.01 0.10 0.09**

OSCI - Dramatic Materials -0.03 0.06 '0.09**

OSCI - Music Materials -0.07 0.01 0.08**

OSCI - Large-Muscle Materials -0.15. "-0.21 -0.06*

OSCI - Small-Muscle Materials 0.97 0.02 -0.05*

t

* Designates a correlation difference with probability less than .05

** Designates a correlation difference with probebi1ity less than .01
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Table 11

PR. Vs. POST C0RRELATIONS.BETWEINANDIPINDANT
VARIABLES AND.

- VALUES ON PARENT'S EDUCATIONALASMATIONS FOR (MILD

.

pendent Variablea
Corr.
Pre

Corr.
Post

Corr.
Diff.

Experience with Advantaged Children- 0.09 ..0.01 -0.10**

Experience with Disadvantaged Children 0.10 0.00 -0.10**

Class Transiency
0.01 0.08 0.07***

** Designates a correlation difference with probability less than .01' 0

Table 12'

PRE VS. POST CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AND
VALUES ON PARENT'S EDUCATIONAL IMPUTATIONS F0R.CRILD

There were.ao significant
correlation *differences for ihis.dopen4ent riab1e.

20.



Table 13

PRE VS. POST CORRELATIONS am/pm IND6PINDENT VARIABLES AND VALUES
ON DISPARITY IN PARENT'S ASPIRATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS FOR CHILD

Corr. Corr. Corr.
Independent Variables Pre Post Diff.

OSCI - Music. Materials 0.08 -0.05 -0.13**

Outdoor Square Feet 0.04 0.10**

OSCI - Large-Muscle Equipment 0.10 0.01 -0.09**

Pupil/Tiacher Ratio 0.08 -0.02 -0.10**

OSCI - ,Language Materials 0.07 -0.01 -0.08*

lass Traneiency :0.03 0.05 0.08*

* Designates a correlation difference yd. probability less than .05'

** Designates a correlation difference with piobabiliy less thin .01.
.
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Table 14

PRE VS. POST CORRELATIONS 'SEMEN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES ANDVALUES ON PARENT'S EST/MATE OF CHILD'S FEAR REACTIONS

11J11Alflie!glt

.

Corr.
.Pre

Corr.
Post

Corr.
Diff.

Experience with Advantaged Children
. . -0.12 -0.03 0.09**

Experience with Diaa&antaged Children -0.09 -0.01 0.08**
Class Transiency

-0.04 -0.09 '-0.05*

Table /9

PRE VS. POST CORRELATIONS BETWEEN
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES ANDVALUES ON PARENT'S FEELINCOF VALdk OF EDUCATION

Independent Variables

OSCI - Language Materials

OSCI - Music Materials

Corr. Corr. Corr.
Pre , Post Diff.

-0.09 -0.03 0.06*

-0.04 0.01 0.05*

Table 16

PRE VS. POST CORRSLATIOIS SETillEIN INDEPENDENT NAILIABLES
AND VALUES ON MOTHER'S ImvoLvitun IN CONNONITY

Corr. Corr. Cotr.Independent Variables 0
Pre Post Diff.

OSCI - Language Materials
0.63 -0.04 -0.07**

OSCI - Snell -Muicle Materials .

0.10 .0.04 -0.06*,
1.

e

Designates a correlation difference
with6probabilip less than .05

.Designatei a correlation difference with ;robabilityjess than .01 .

-'s

* *
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;
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1One screening criterion used in_selectingthe.final-sUbset-of-variables- was
whether he pre-post correlation* differences' reached statistical significance.

//For example., all of the four, OSCI factor-scored showed virtually no signifi-

oant,pre-post"differences-in correlation with dependent variables, and they

were eliminated from 'further analyses. One or.tWo dependent variables were
also eliminated for this reason (e.g., Parent's Educational Expectations for

Child, and Parent's EstiMate of Child's Fedi Reactions).
0 .".

Another cpnsideration in, the selection of-variables was related to the find--,

ings from.the'1968 -69 data. One of the goald.of the present analysis was to
determine' whethe relatiodships found in the 1968 -69 tata were also present
in'ihe 1967-68_ ta. Thus, priority Was given to variables such as Teacher's

Education; and Teacher's Experience with Disadvantaged Children, since these

were similar to variables in°the 1968-69 data that were significantly, related

to children's performance.

Nixie program variables and nine.performance variables ware finally seledted forat

more intensive study by analysed of variance. These variables are described

An the remainder.of this chapter:

s

'

PROGRAM' VARIABLES

1. Class-Staff Composition and Stabiliti

a. Pupil/Teacher.Ratio

.This is a derived scale, calculated by dividing the total number of children.

on the class roster by

. b. Class TransienCy

High scores indicate that many children who were,on the class roster at the

r of teachers assigned to that class:

beginning of the year's program were no longer on that roster. at the.end of

the year. For example, a soiled value of 9.indicates that fewer than 15% of

'the originally assigned children were still on the roster at the year's end;
A

at the other end of the scale, a value of 1 indicates that 85% or lore of

the same children were 'still assigned.

7 4'
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c. Teacher Continuity
.1

0Values on this scale indicate the head teacher's.continuity,in the class
during theevaluation perlod. A scaled value of 4 designates a class in
which the same teacher who started.the program year ryas present at the end
of the year; by contrast, a value of 3 means: that there was one change in
teachers, a value, of 2, means that there were two changes, and a value of 1
means that there were three, or more changes.

2. Teacher's Training and Experience

a. ,Teacher's Education

This variable indicates the education level of the highest-educated teacher
in the classroom (generally the heaete4acher). A scaled value of 8 designates
a teacher who has,completed,17 or more years (i.e., graduate work); a value of
7 indicates completion of 15 or 16 .years; a value of 6 means i3 or 14 .A.cs;

and soon down to avalue of 1, which means no completed years -'

b. Teacher's Experience with Disadvantaged Children

A score on this derived variable is an average figure across all teachers in
the class. It approximates the total number of months of paid experience that
the average teacher has had'in working with Head Start children, with other

-disadvantaged preschoolers, and with older disadvantaged children.

3. Materials in Use in the Classrooms

The four variables in this category were all-derived from the OSCI observation
forms. Each variable indicates thetotal number of times that the specified
type of material was sighted in actual classroom use, divided,by the number
of observation periodsin which it could have been sighted, and then multi-
plied by'100 to convert it to a percentage. Thus a score of 20 for "Language

Materials" would mean that in one observation out of five, on the average,
some type of language-instruction material was observed in use.

The types of materialsrepresented by the four OSCI variables are,.(1) language-
oriented materials (e.g.4books, records, or tapes with dialog), (2) materials

'24
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for use in dramatic play-acting and role-playing (e.g., story records,

puppets), (3) materials and equipment designed to exercise the children's

small muscles (e.g., puzzles, string beads, table blocks), and (4) materials

and equipment designed to exercise large muscles (e.g., balls, swings).

DEPENDENT (PERFORMANCE) VARIABLES

These variables can be grouped into three major categories: child cognitive

behavior, child affective/social behavior, and parent attitudes and'behavior.

1. Child Cognitive Behavior

Cognitive development is an important Head Start goal, and much earlier

research has been addressedtp the question of program effectsOn cognitive

and aptitude measures:- The Stanford441inet, the only cognitive measure used

in 1967-68, is considered to reflect.motivatiOnal as well as basic aptitude

factors. The IQ scores used in this study were taken directly from the Binet

recording form.

2. Child Affective/Social Behavior

Social and emotional development has been considered a major objective of
.

Head Start since its inception, and in,1967-68 two basic techniques were used

to get pre and post measures in this domain.' One was the Inventory of

Factors Affecting Test Performance, ComplLted by the Stanford-Binet adminis-

trator; the second was the Social Interaction Observgiion Procedure (SIOP), .

from which.five measures were deri 4 for the present analyses.

fla. Inventory of Factors Affecting Test PerforMance

This is a computed summary score indicating the extent to which the child's

test performance is adversely affected by the test; br the examiner; and by

generalized response conditions in the child himself, such as an excessively

high or low level of activity or,verbal expression, or inadequate usage of

English. The score is calculated.by adding the resealed values.of 13 items,

each of which can have a value from 1 to 6. If the examiner has indicated

that a given condition "Seriously" impairs the child's performance, that
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item is scaled at 1 point; mildly or moderately detrimental effects are given
intermediate values; and a value of 6 points is given to an item if the condi-.
tion is stated to have "No adverse affect." Thus a high total score indicates
that the test, the examiner, and the child's. own generalized response traits
have little or no adverse effect on the child's Binet performance, and sug-
gests that the child adjusts well to the demandi of the test situation. The
maximum possible total value is 7&:

b. SIM: Total Verbal Behavior
e I

This'and the following four variables were derived from observations made

during free -playsituations and recorded on theSIOP. A score on Total

Verbal Behavior is the total number of ten-second observation. intervals "in
which the target child was seen to engage in any type of verbal behavior,
whether with an adult; with a peer, or in general group interactions. There
were 270 ten-second observation periods, and the possible *range of Scores
was 0 to 270.

c. STOP: Total Non Verbal Behavior

This variable indicates the number of observation periods. (out of a total of
270) in which the target ahild was seen to interact socially with other

individuals (peers or adults) in non-verbal ways (e.g., playing games, play-
acting with other children, working withltpeers to build things out'of blocks).

d. SLOP: Total Inappropriate Behavior ,

This variable shows the number of times in which the target'child interacted
in-an inapprOpriate manner" (e.g., fighting, screaming, naMe-calling)'with

either peers or adults.

e. SIOP: Initiations by Subject to Peers of Same Ethnic Group

11 score on this variable designates the number-of times in which the target .

child was seen to take the initiative in interacting socially with one or,

more other children of the -same ethnic group. This interaction could be

either verbalor non-verbal.
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f. SIOP: Initiations by Subject to Peers of Other Ethnic Group

This variable indicatei the number of times in which the target child was seen
to initiate verbal or non-verbal interactions With classmates of another

ethnic group.

3. Parent Attitudes

A number of items from the Parent Interview form were usedto construct two

variables reflecting parents''attitudinal values that might have been affected

by their children's participation in Head Start.

a. Perceived Effect of,Head Start on Child

This variable is derived from six items in the. Parent Interview, related to

the parent's estimate of how the child's behavior has been changed by Head

Start. Five items pertain to program benefits (e.g., "Speaks better," ''More

self-confident," ."Interested in new things"), and one item designates a

harmful program effect (i.e., "Causes more trouble at home"). Scores on

this variable were computed by adding the number of positive items affirma-

tively responded to by the parent, then subtracting 1 if the negative item

was agreed to, and finally adding 1-to the-sum to avoid negative numbers.

Thus the possible range of scores was 0 to .7, with a high score indicating

positive Head Start benifits as perceived by the parent.

b. Educational Aspirations fi,r Child

This variable, derived from a single item on the Parent Interview, specifies

the level of schooling that the parent hoped for her child to complete. It

was included for further analysis because of the possibility that it would

reflect the parent's general level of ambition for the Head Start child',,

future, and because the correlational analysis suggested relationships with

several program variables.

The possible range of scores is 1 to 9, with 9 indicating work at a graduate

school, 8 representing the completion of a bachelor's degree, 7 some college,

6 completion of high school, etch

27
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CHAPTER III

THE CHILDREN: ENTERING CHARACTERISTICS

This chapter presents descriptive data-on a number of personal and background

characteristics of the entering Head Start children: and on their pretest

performance levels_on several cognitive and affective measures. In'addition,

comparisons are made between the entry performance of children with prior

Head Start experience, and that of children without prior experience.

A. -PERSONAL AND BACKGROUND'CHARACTERISTICS

1. Geographic Region of Residence (Table 17)

Approximately a fourth (23.72%) of the sample Head Start children lived in the

South; that is, in the South Atlantic, East South Central, or West South

Central portion of the country. (This represents a smeller proportion than in

1968-69, when 34.50% of the children. were from the South.) ,Othei states

accounted for the remaining children, with.. approximately a fourth of the total

sample (25.66%) coming from the populous Middle Atlantic region.

2. Urban Residence (Table 18)

There were slightly more sample children from non-urban areas (suburbs, rural

areas, and cities of tinder 50,000 population) than from urban areas (cities

of 50,000 population or larger). This is in contrast to 1968-69, when over

three - fourths of the children were from urban areas.

3. Ethnicity (Table 19)

Slightly fewer than half (48.81%) of the Head Start enrollees were black, as

compared with over two-thirds in 1968-69. The next largest group consisted of

whites (30.92%), and there were apnificant numbers of Mexican-Americans

(6,70%). All other groups combined contributed only 12.57% of the enrollment.
. .
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Table 17

DISTIMUTIOK OF VALOIS Of
CHILD'S GEOGRAPHIC RIJOION

UP9 Fermata,. of Non-Blanks

Pacific 302 14.96

Mountain 113 ',5.60

West South Central. 166 8.22'

East South Central 168. 8.32

South' Atlantic 145 7.18

West North Central 102 5.05

East North Central 313 15.50

New England 192 9.51

Middle Atlantic 518 25.66

N 0. 2019
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Table 18-

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
URBAN /NON -URBAN RESIDENCY

'halt Percentage of Non-Blanks

Urban 890 45.13

Non - Urban 1082 54.87

N 1972

(
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- Table 19

DISTRIBUTION OP VALUES
CHILD'S ETHNICITY'

Freq. Pexcontegs of Non-Blanks
Negro 1034 49.81
White 642 30.92
Mexican-American 139 6.70
American Indian 87 4.19
Polynesian 83 4.00
Puerto Rican 43. 2.07
Oriental 38 1.83
Other 10 0.48

N s 2076
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4. Child's Age (Table 20)
e

At the start of the evaluation period, almost two-thirds of the children

(64.1%) were between four and five years old, and the overall median age was
around 52 months. By comparison, in.1968-69 the median was similar, but there
4as a smaller concentration of children (approximateiy 50%) in the age range
from four to five years.

5. Child's Sex (Table 21)

As in 1968-69, the children were almost evenly divided between males (50.47%)
and females (49.53%).

6. Child's Prior Head Start Experience '(Table 22)

The great majority of the sample children (85.43%) had had no prior Head Start
experience.

7. Amount of Adult Reading to Child in Home (Table 23),

This variable was derived from two items in, the Parent Interview, related to how
often the target"child was read to by-an adult in the home. For approximately
a third of the children (30.48%), the frequency was two or three times a week.
About half the children (48.32%) were reportedly read to once or twice each
week. The remaining children were read to less than once a week..

B. PRETEST PERFORMANCE

1. Cognitive Performance (Stanford-Binet IQ)

As shown it Table 24, the Head Start children at pretest time had IQ's ranging,

from below 55 to over 13. The mean value was 91.42, slightly higher than the

1968-69 pretest mean of 89.04, but still substantially below the overall
national average of 100.

33



Table 2GE

DISTRIEUTION, OE V Olt

E in't; AGE AT ENTEY

Alm
Over 71

Zags
11

Parcentaskol:Nen-1140.

0.6,
60 - 71 272 14;8

48 - 59 1177 64.1

36 -47 376 20.5'

N. 1836
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Table 21

DISTRIBUTION OF'VALUES ON
CHILD'S SEX

Freq. Percent's* of Non-Blanks.

Female 990 49.53

Male 1015 50.47

N - 2011
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Table"22'

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES OK
CHILD'S PRIOR HEAD START IMPEL/INCE

Freq. Percentagea of Non-Blanks

Full year 13 1.10

Summer 160 13.48

None 1014 85.43

N = 1187
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\
. table 23

A

'DISTIMUTION'4, *Ass .0s
ADULT PAAD124C CHIT.D (PUS)

Ultimo

At least two-or three t

Once or twice aiweek

es2 \\ Pla;ceatage of 1104111inks.-

a week 526' , 30.48 .

-
Once every two weeks

Less than once every two weeks'

ce.

834

-..197

169

to 1726

37

r

\

I

48.32

11.41

.9.799. ;9

O

O

O
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2. Social-baoticual Measures

a. Inventory of Facto ; Affecting Test Performance (Table 25)

Values on this_measuresuggest that, as in 1968-69, the entering Head Start

children in 1967-68 adapted fairly well to the Stanford-Hint test conditions

and were only moderately distracted by the circumstances related to the

examiner or to the, test itself. The median value recorded by the examiners

was approximately 60, in a bossiblo range of-0 to 78. There was-considerable

variability,,however, with scores ranging from 12 to 73.

.

.b. SIOP-Total Verbal Behavior (Table 26) -
'

, 1 , .

The median value on:this vaftable'wes approximately 35 on a scale of' b to 270.

A. child at this median valUe wat7thus.obeerved in verbal interaction with
./

peers-or teachers roughly once in'airery; eight 10-ssoond obserOation periods.
,

. .

SOUtes_rmngedffeirly broadly, with 6.09% of the'children 4bsefved in verbal

behavior ab'lliii5M--90-tmei, or once in ee'eri-t*eoaservations.

.
.4-c. SIOP-Total Non-Verbal Beh vior .

maple 27)'
4

Social interactions or a non-4erbal nature were less canon than verbal

interactions, as indicated by a median value of only about 9 on this variable;
.

this represents an observed occur,:ence,of non-verbal social interactions in

only.ebout one observation period out of thirty.
,

d. SI0p-.Total' Inappropriate Behavior (rable28)

Vilues'on this variable-represent observed occurrencesof undesirable social

interactions such as screaming, fighting and name-calling.:,The,distribution

shoes that very few such incidents were observed; for almost three-fourths of

the children (72.8.5%)-there were'fewerthan two such occurrences.

.a
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. Table 25

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
II

1

FACTORS AFFECTING TEST FERFOSAN_CE '(PRE)

Vales' 1

Freq., Percents's, of NonAllanks
70 74 151 8.43
65 - 69 468 $6.12
60 - 64 366 20.41
55 59 .

229 12.78
50 54 153 8.53
45 49 117 6.53
40 44 89 4.97
35 39 78 /-. 4.35
30 34 . 63 3.51

7
25 - 29 36 2.01
20_ 24 22 1.22
15 19 ,,, 18 1.00
10 14 2 0.12

N ig 1792
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Table 26

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON SIOP:

TOTAL VERBAL BEHAVIOR (PRE)

Values * Freg. Percentage of Non-Blanks

Above 119 9 0.50

130 - 139 4 0.22

120 - 129 6 0.33

110 - 119 19 1.05

100 - 109 22 1.22.

90 - 99 31 1.72

80 89 56 3.11

70 79 72 4.00

60 - 69 120 6.66

50 - 59 168 9.32

40 - 49 255 14.13

30 - 39 304 16.86

20 - 29 291 16.14

10 - 19 262 14.53

0 - 9 184 10.21

N = 1803

*A value on this scale represents the number of observation periods,
out,of a possible 270 opportunities, in which the'behavier in question
was actually seen to occur. Thus a value of 135 means that the
behavior was seen in one out of two 10- second Observation:periods,
a value of 90 means that it was seen in one out of three Periods, etc.
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Table 27

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON SLOP:
TOTAL NON-VERBAL BEHAVIOR (PRE)

Values* Freq. Percentage of Non-Blanks

Above 74 3 0.18

70 - 74 4 0.23

65 - 69 1 0.06

60 - 64 9 0.50

55 - 59 12 0.67

50 - 54 12 0.67

45 - 49 14 0.79

40 - 44 22 1.22

35 - 39 39 2.16

30 - 34 53 2.93

25 - 29 77 4.27

20 - 24 141 7.81

15 - 19 183 10.13

10 - 14 308 17.06

5 - 9 449 24.860

0 4 479 26.53

N = 1806

*A value on this scale represents the number of observation periods,
out of a possible 270 opportunities, in which the behavior in question
was actually seen to occur. Thus a value of 135 means that the
behaVior was seen in one out of two 10-second observation periods,
a value of 90 means that it was seen in one out of three periods, etc.



Table 28

DISTRIBUTION OF iALUES ON STOP:
TOTAL INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR (PRE

Values* 'Freq. Percentage of Non-Blanks

Above 19 5 0.35
18 - 19 2 0.14

16 17 5 0.35

14. - -15 4 0.28

12 - 13 6 0.42

10 - 11 6 0.42

8 - -9 21 1.49

6 7 7 37 2.62

4 5 66 4.67

2 3 231 16.37

0 - 1 1028 72.85

N 1411

*A value on this scale represents the number of observation periods,
out of a possible 270 opportunities, in which the behavior in question
was actually seen to occur. Thus a value of 9 means that the behavior
was seen in one out of 30 10-second observation periods, a value of 3
means that it was seen in one out of 90 periods, etc.
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e. SIOP-Initiations by Subject to Peers of Same Ethnic Group (Table 29)

The median value on this variable is about 10. A child at this median value
initiated social interactions with other children of his own ethnic group
approximately once in every 270 observation periods.

f. SIOP-Initiations by Subject to Peers of Other Ethnic Group (Table 30)

Overall, there were few initiations of social interactions with peers of
another ethnic group, as indicated by the fact that almost three- fourths of
the children (70.33%) made fewer than five such initiations in the 270
observation periods. Only 6.01% of the children initiated more than 14 social

interactions with peers of another ethnic group.

C. ENTRY CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO PRIOR HEADSTART EXPERIENCE

In the analyses of the 1968-69 data it was found that children with prior
preschool experience had an initial advantage over other children when they
entered the evaluation period. Was this also true in 1967-687 To answer this
question, the pretest scores of two groups of the sample children were compared
by two-tailed t-tests. One group had no prior Head Start experience; the

second group-had some prior experience, in most cases a summer program.

Table 31 shows the results of the comparisons, based on the sample of children
for whom there were both pretest'and posttest measures. From left to right,

the table columns contain the sample size, mean; and standard deviation for the
"No Prior Head Start" group; the corresponding figures for the "Prior Head
Start" group; and the t-values for the differences between each pair of Means.

Differences meeting the .01 and .05 levels of significance are designated by
double asterisks (**) and single asterisks (*), respectively.

The comparisons show mixed results. The "Prior Head Start" children did not

differ significantly from "No Prior Head Start" children on pretest IQ,

though there were suggestive differences in favor of the group with prior

experience. This contrasts with the 1968-69 analysii, in which children with
prior Head Start/preschool experience were found significantly superior on

Stanford-Binet entry performance (.05 level).
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Table 29

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON SIOP:

INITIATIONS BY SUBJECT TO PEERS OF SAME ETHNIC GNOUP (PRE)

Values* !Vat Percenraile of Ngn-Blanks

Above 64 1 0.06

60 - 64 2 0.12

55 - 59 2 0.12

50 - 54 1 0.06

45 - 49 4 0.24

40 - 44 10 0.60

35 - 39 22 1.32

30 - 34 39 2.34

25 - 29 91 5.51

20 - 24 154 9.32

15 - 19 254, 15.38

10-- 14 339 20.51

5 - 9 389 23.54'

0 - 4 344 20.82

N 1652

ve:ue on this scale represents the number of observation
out of a possible 270 opportunities, in which the behavior
was actually seen to occur. Thus a value of 30 means that
was seen in one out of nine 10- second observation periods,
9 means that it was seen in one out of 30 periods, etc.

45

periods,
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Table 30

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON SIOP: .

INITIATIONS BY SUBJECT TO PEERS OF.OTIBR ETHNIC CROUP (PRE)

Values * Freg. Percentiss of

Above 44 2 0.14

40 44 1 0.07

35 39 0 ,0.00

30 - 34 4 0.27

25 - 29 8 0.53

20 - 24 27 1.77

15 - 19 50 3.27

10 - 14 118 7.71

5 - 9 244 15.95

0 4 1076 70.33

N -1530

*A value on this scale represents the number of obeervation periods,
out of a possible 270 opportunities, in which the behavior in question
was actually seen to occur.' Thus a value of 30 means that the behavior
was seen in one out of nine 10-second observation periods, a value of
9 means that it was seen in one out of 30-periods, etc.
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Table 31

COMPARISON OP PRETEST SCORES FOR CHILDREN

WITH AND WITHOUT PRIOR BEAD START EXPERIINCE

Prior Head Start .Prior Head Start

Dependent Variable° SD2 N1
M
N1

D
t

Stanford-Binet 917 89.58 13.34 165 90.83 12.91 1.18

Factors Affecting Test Performance 892 55.76 11.74 167 51.87 13.63 -3.82**

SLOP: Total Verbal Behavior 907 37.67 24.84 160 45.67 36.81 3.45**

STOP: Total Non-Verbal Behavior 916 12.46 12.91 162 15.13 13.45 2.41*

STOP: Total Inappropriate Behavior 754 1.29 2.88 122 .1.77 3.43 1.65

STOP: Initiations by Subject to 808 11.31 8.69 153 16.03 10.78 5.91**
Peers of Same Ethnic Group

STOP: Initiations by Subject to 812 4.05 4.99 123 3.11 4.55 -1.97*
Peers of Other Ethnic Groups .
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One possible explanation for the difference in findings for the two years may
lie in the fhct that in.1968-69, there were almost as many entering children
with prior-full-year experience as there were children with prior summer

program experience; in 1967-68, by comparison, virtually none'of the children
had had prior full year experience. Thus, on the average, the "Prior Head

Start" child entering in 1968-69 had had a lengthier expCiure to the possible
benefits of the Head Start.

In the social-motional domain, entering children with prior Head Start

experience were more socially active, as measured on the SIOP by the number

of times that they participated in both verbal (.01 level of significance) and
non-verbal (.05 level) social interactions with adUlti and peers .\, Furthermore,

they took greater social initiative, as measured by the number of Social

interactions that they initiated with other children of their swee'ithnit

group (.01 level). However, the "Prior Head-Start" children also'shoWed
significantly poorer adaptation to the Stanford -Binet test conditions (:01 level),
as recorded by the examiner on the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test

Performance. They also initiated fewer social interactions with peers of\other

ethnic groups, than did entering children without prior Head Start experience
(.05 level). All of these findings must be, interpreted with caution, since\it.

is not known that the children with prior preschool experience were initially

matched to the children who had not received Such experience.

D. SUMMARY

As in the 1968-69 analysis, the entering children in 1967-68 showed considerable

diversity on a number of dimensions, both in terms of personal characteristics

and background, and in their entry performance on various measures. As

compared with 1968-69, there was a smaller proportion of black children (49.81%

against 68.17% in 1968-69), a smaller percentage of children.from the South

(23.72% against 34.50%). and a much smaller percentage from urban areas

(45.13% against 77.'28%). Most enrollees (85.43%) had had no Head Start
.

experience prior to the evaluation period, and judging from the low frequency

48



with.. which adults read to than in their homes, most of the children hadreceived little intellectual stimulation in their hole environments. Therewas no clear trend showing overall superiority for entering children who hadattended summer Head Start programs prior to the evaluation period.

Onlyne of the performance measures (the Stanford-Binet) has national normsfor the general population, and only two instruments
{Stanford -Binet andInventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance) were exactly comparable to

measures used. in 1968-69. On the Stanford-Binet, the pretest mean in
1967 -68 was slightly higher than in 1968-69 (91.42 compared with 89.04), butstill appreciably below the national norm of 100. On the Inventory of FactorsAffecting Test Performance, the entering children in 1967-68 bed a mean of
56.72, compared with a mean in 1968-69 of 59.45.
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C!HAPTER IV

THEIR FAMILIES: ENTERING CHARACTERISTICS

This chapter is concerned'with the,Head Start. children's families and home .

environments. It presents frequency distributions on several variables related
to the entry characteristics of the sample.children's families, with emphasis
on the parents' attitudes about:Head Start.

A: SOCIO-ECONOMIC INDICATORS

1. Mother's Education (Table 32)

Only about a thirdfof the sample mothers (36:944) had completed high school.

Another 53.91%. bad dropped out of secondary school before completing the 12th.

grade, and over 9% finished'the 6th grade or less. These figures are similar
to those for 1968-69.

Mother's Occupation (Table 331,

Almost a third of the's-ample mothers (31.49%) had jobs. Hoyever,- few of the

working mothers .(131 out of 415) reached the semi- skilled worker level or

higher, and 168 motherS'were household workers or laborers.

3. Father's Education (Table 34)

About a third (33.73%) of, the fathers on Whoa data were available had completed

high school, and only-6e394 had gone on to college.. Almost a fifth of the

fathers (17.63%) finished the 6th, grade or less.

4. Father's Occupation Table 35)

Data an this variable were missing for fathers of over half the sample children.
\.

For those,on whom'data were available, 14.76% were apparently unemployed, and
almost two-fifths (38.224),were laborers or service workers. Fewer than a
fourth (24.20 %) were employed at a skilled or technical level.



, A I

WO

'table 3;

DISTRIBUTION '07 VALUE8iON

MOTHEOS.BOUCATION'\

College giadilite 13

Souse college - 59'

High school grediumg. 457
S A

9 -13th grade ra 555
7-8th grade . 217,
4-6th grade* ;

1.001,

V
1 -3rdgrade 18

No school 13

N 1432

tiJ
Table 33

B
Non-Blanks

0.111

4.12

31.91

311.76

15.15

"6.98'.

o.ii

o

DISTRIBUTION
MOTHER'S

' Professional, technical

Operator; private household
worker

. .

Service worker or labOrer

Household worker or laborer

'Nouiewife

OF
OCCUPATION

treat.
63

68

116'

168

903

VALUES! ON

4

vj

Percentaat of on-Bleak'

4.78

.'%v 5.16

8.10

12.75

.68.51,

1318

52

-a

6



Table 34

College graduate

Some college

DISTRIBUTION
FATHER'S

,

C

OF VALUES ON
EDUCATION

Fre t. Percentage of Nom-Blanks

20 1.80

51 4.59

High school graduate 304 27.34

9-11th 'grade 331 29.77

.743th grade 210 18.88

46th grade 122 10.97

).+1-3rd grade 49 4.4y

No school 25 .2.25

Table 35

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
FATHER'S OCCUPATION

Praessional, technical

Salop, clerical, skilled

&M. Percentap of Minf011anks

67.

197

6.14

18.06.

Operator, private household
worker 249 r,

22.82

Laborer, service worker 417 8.22

None indicated 161 14.76

P1411. Ale 1011,,* RP .4:0,W, N n 1091)

53.

0
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B. OTHER FA)ILY CHARACTERISTICS

1. Family Structure (Table 36)

.4

In about three-fifth of the sample families (57.67%) the adults living ith
the Head Start child'included the'mother plus the father or.another

The second most frequent family
structure ('21:75%) included only one adult,

the mother.,

2.' Family Mobility (Table 37)

/The sample families were fairly mobile, a indicated by the faCt that Imost
a third (32.60%) had moved three or more times over a five -year period and

. 17.70% had moved five times or more.

3. Other Children Previously in Head Start (71able 30)

Over a fourth of the simple families or whom data were evailab e had

viously had children in Head Siert. However, no data were recorded fo

three-fifth of the sample families.

C. PARENT ATTITUDES

`1. Perceived Effect of Head Start on, Child (Table 30)

The possible range of scores on this easure is 0-to 7. Ai core of 7. means
that in the Parent Interview the pare t'agreed with five sitive statements
about program benefits to her child (e

\
g., the child'spesk better, is more °

self-confident, etc.), and rejected a negative.statement

1i.e.,

that the Head

1
Start experience had created more trouble in the home). .scere of 9 means

that the parent agreed with the negative state lent and diteagrood with 'all/

av fiVe positive statements. Intermediate v lues reflect various combinations
of positive and negative statements. Sinc the Prescoree

I

shown here were
obtained at the start of the evaluation per od, the responses presumably

1

reflect anticipated program effects, based 1.- lone cases on the parents'.

experiences with children previously in Head\Start. As/Table 39 shows, the

responses at the start of the evaluation pert ware r Cher evenly spread

over the scale, except that virtually no paren was en irely negative.
.

I
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Table 36

DISTRIBUTION OF.VALUES ON
FAMILY STRUCTURE

Mother and father

Freq. .\1414ciennte of Non-Blanks

or other man 838 57.67

Father and mother
plus adult relative 125 8.60

Mother plus adult relative(s) 111 7.64

Father plus adult relative(s) 4 0.28

Mother only 316 21.75

Father only 2 0.14

Adult rftlative(s) only 36 2.48

Adult guardians who
are not relatives 21 1.45

N 1453
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Table 37

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
FAMILY MOBILITY (MOVES IN FIVE MRS)

Values Freq. Percentage of Non-Blanks

19 - 20 4 0.28

17 - 18 4 0.27

15 - 16 6 0.41

13 - 14 10 0.68

11 - 12 13 0.89

9 -10 39 2.67

7- 8 62" 4.24

5 - 6 '121 8.27

3 - 4 218 14.90'

1 - 2 "401 27.41

0 585 39.99

N = 1463
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DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON.
OTHER CHILDREN PREVIOUSLY IN HEAD START

Yes, unknown when and

Petcenkage of Nom-Slacks

where 180 19.27 _
Yes, both summer and

full year 15 1.61
Yes, 2 children or more

full year 5 0.54
Yes11 child full year 39 4.18
Yes, 2 children summer 8 0.86
Yes, 1 child summer 25 2.68
No 662 70.88

N sit 934

fable 39

L4m

DISTRIBUTION
EFFECT OF HEAD

e

OF VALUES ON
START ON CHILD (PRE)

Pm Perputtaso of Non-- lamina

7 196 11.24

6 182 10.44

5 190 10.90

4 207 11.88
),

3 274 15.72

2 \351 20.14

1 319 18.30

0 24 1.38

N .. 1743
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2. Expected Positive Influence of Head Start pn Parent (Table 49)

Values on this scale, which can range from 0 to 5, represent the number of
benefits to herself that the parent stated she expetted from her child's
participation in Head Start. Examples of possible benefits included "Make
new friends," "Start making more trips," "Learn more about raising children,"

%Zletc.
P

The parentil, responses at the start of the evaluation period were spread
over the entire'scii& bUt almost a third of the responding parents (31.51%)o

indicated no expected benefits to themselves, and over a third (34.25%)

expected only one type:of benefit. These results suggest that the parents
were not particularly.sanguine about pcisitive program influences, aside from
those that might occur directly to thti children.

3. Attitude Toward Sending Othel,Childien to Bead Start (Table 41)
' r

Almost all sample parents (92.07%) indicated that they would like to send

other children to Start in thefuture, indicating an initially positive
attitude toward Head Start.

4. Parent's Educational Aspirations for Child (Table 42)

About half of the parents (49.07%) expressed the hope that their children
would at least complete the work for a college degree, and over three-fourths
(76.07%) wanted them to receive at least some college experience.

5. Parent's Educational Expectations for Child tTable 43)

Most parents ere pessimistic about their children attaining'the level of
education that they hoped fori,fewer than a fourth (22.45%) expected their
children to get into college.

6. Parent's Feeling of Value of Education (Table 44)

This variable is based on nine items in the Parent Interview that make value
statements concerning the importance of education (e.g., "The only way that
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Table 40

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON EXPECTED P1SITIVE
t INFLUENCE OF HEAD START ON PARENT (PRE)

Values Freq. Pfrcentale of Non - Blanks

5 10 1.01

4 61 6.18

3 85 8.61

2 182 18.44

1 338 34.25

0 311 31.51

N 987

Table. 41

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES'ON PARENT ATTITUDE
TOWARD SENDING OTHER CHILDREN TO HEAD START (PRE)

Freq. pvcentale of Non-Blanks

Yes 1439 92.07

No 124 7.93

N 1563

59
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Table 42

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON PARENT
EDUCATIONAL ASPIRATIONS pot CULD (PRE)

Prat. bitrSaniXDiallaira-
9 - Go to graduate school

100 5.81
8 - Finish college

745 43.26
7 - Go to college

465 27.00 .

6 - Take voca. work after high school 56 3.25
5 - Finish high school 323 18.76.
4 - Take voca. work in high school 13 0.75
3 - Attend junior high school

4 0.23
2 - Finish grade school

2 0.12
1 - No stated goal

--.1.i 0.81

N = 1722

60



DISTRIBUTION CF VALUES ON PARENT'

EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS FOR CRILD (PRA)

PEceutaae _of Nal:Planks
9 - Go to graduate school 15 0.87

8 - Finish college 180 10.47

7 -Go to college 191 11.11

6 - Take voca. work after high school 72 4.19

5 i Finish high school 1021 59.39

4 - Take voca. work in high school 24 1.40

3 - Attend junior high school' 76 4.42'

2 - Finish grads school 20 1.16

1 - No stated goal. La 6.98

N = 1719



Values

Table $4 t

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUIS 0$ PAM=
FEELING OF VALUE OF.DUCATION (PIE)

FEM. Parcontsas of Non-Blanks

Above 89.9 9 0.52

80.0 - 89.9 46 2.66

70.0 - 79.9 160 9.21

60.0 - 69.9 345 MO&
50.0 - 59.9 445 25:62

40.0 - 49.9 282 16.24

30.0 - 39.9 275 15.83

20.0 - 29.9 127 7.31

10.0 - 19.9 44 2.53

0.0 - 9.9 4 0.23

N = 1737

MEAN 51.4

SD 17.2

.01
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people can raise the way they live is to get a good education"). Scores on

the derived scale can range from 0 to 100; a score is computed by (1) adding

the total number'of the items to which the parent gave positive reactions.

(i.e., agreed with a favorable statement or disagreed with an unfavomAble

statement about education); (2) Dividing by the number of items responded to

in any fashion, and (3) multiplying the quotient by 100 to provide 'a percentage

figure. Thus, a value of 100 means that the parent .gave all positive reactions,

and a value of 0 means that she gave all negative reactions.

As Table 44 shows, the parents' responses ranged over the entire scale, with

the bulk of the responses near the center of the scale; this suggests that,

overall, the parents had moderately positive attitudes toward the impiortance

and value of education.

D. SUMMARY

Most of the sample parents had little education background; only about a third

of the mothers, and a similar proportion ofthe fathers on whoa data could be

collected, had completed high school. A third of the mothers and over four-
,

fifths of the fathers.on whom data were available had jobs, but most of thef

working parents of both sexes were employed at an unskilled or semi-skilled

level.

Tn about three-fifths of the sample families, the adults living with the

Head Start child consisted of the mother plus the father or another. man.

The second most frequent family structure (approximately one-fifth of the total

sample) included only one adult,1the'mother.

The data about prior children in Head Start were missing for, over half.the

total sample; for those parents whose responses were recorded, about a fourth

had previously had a' east one child in the program.

Almost all sample parents indicated that they would like to send other chil-

drew to Head Start in the future, indicating an initially positive attitude
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toward the program., HOwever, they indicated little expectation that they
themselves would receive substantial benefit from the program, aside from
the'possibleinnefit to their children.

°
Most parents had high aspirations for their children's educational attainments
(half hoped their children would complete college), but little real expecta-
tion that they would achieve those goals (fswer thalt a fourth expected their
children even to enter college). ,The typical parent had moderately positive
attitudee.about the vique and importance of education to success and happiness

.in, life. ,



CHAPTER V

THE PRWRAMS
C

This chapter presents data on certain characteristics of the saMple Head Start
programs in 19671:68: Some of ihedata were obtained by recording forms filled

out by Site personnel (e.g., Description of Center and Classroom Composition,

Master Data Card, Characteristics of Teaching Staff), and some by actual

abservations,of the classroom activities (OSCI variables)" Several variables

relate to the teachers' ,education level and their training and experience for

their Head Stait'assignments: Other variables describe the child - teacher 4
.

composition of the classes, the frequency and length of meetings, and the degree
4

to which there were changes during the evaluation period in'the composition 'of

both Staff and children. another set of variables relates to the
1

instructional materials and equipment actually observed in use during the

classroom sessions. All,frequency values shown in the tables in this chapter
.

refer to the.number.of children in classes having the speafied characteAstids.

A. CLASS AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS

1. Delegate Agency (Table 45)

Almost four-fifths of the children (78.96%) were in sites whose delegate

agencies were Community Action Ptograms or similar local welfare.groupA.

f the remaining children, virtually all were in programs whose delegate .;

agencies were local education agencies.

2.

Vir

Class Meetings Rer Week and Hours of Class Per Day (Tables 46 and 47)

tually all of the sample children (96.96%) were in clasdes that met five

a week, and almost two-thirds (64.76%) attended classes that met for

e to four hours each day. Another third (34.69%) were in Clas!esthat

ram five to eight hours a day.

days

thre

met f

3. Number of Children in Class (Table 48)"

Although there was a spread in'class size from 10 to 27 children, most of the

children (77.65%) attended classes of from 14 to 18 children.
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Table 45
ti

DISTRIBUTION QF VALUES ON
DELEGATE AGRiCY

Fiso. -

CAP's and iisilar agencies. 1557

Local iliucation. agencies. 381
P..

Parochial' schools 34

I t N '1912

Table 46

DISTRIBUTION OF 'VALUES ON
CLASS MEETINGS PER WEEK

Si

Lescsnitsas. of Non - Blanks

78.96

19.32

1.72

..1
.

'

.-, Freq.. Percentage of Non - Blanks',
..-

,5 days . 1912- 96.96
.I'4 days . 60 , 3.04

N 1972
-.:

7-8 hours

5-6 hours

'-' 3-4 hours

0-2 hours

A

5

Table 47

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
HOURS OF CLASS PER DAY %,

Freq. Percentage of Non-Blanks

367 18.61

317 i6.08

1277 64.76

11 0.56

N - 1972
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Table 48

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN 'CLASS

Values Freq. Percentage of Non-Blanks
27 : 10 0.46
26 8 0.36
23 19 0.87.
22 56 2.55
21 10 0.46
20 196 8.94.

,r1

19 2.42
155 4 7.07"

a7 222 10.13
16 227 10.36
15 771 35,17
14 327 14.92
13 56 2.55
12 49 2.24
11 13 0.59
10 20 0.91

N 2192

67.
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4. Pupil/Teacher Ratio (Table 49)

Values on this scale ranged from 3 to almost 18, ith over two-thirds of the
children being in classes that hat: pupil/teacher ratios of from 5/1 to 9/1.

5. Teacher -Class Ethnic Match Table 50)

About three-fifths of the sample children (60.29%) were in classes whose
teacher was of the same ethnic group as the majority of the \ children. Another
18.66% of the children were in classes whose teacher was of a different

/

ethnic group than the majority of children. The 1mmaining children were in
classes iihere no one ethnic group had a clear majority of children.

6. Bend Teacher's Continuity (Table 51)
/ , \

three-fourths of the sample children were in classoi whiCh\had the same
h id teacher throughout the eyaluation period. lovelier, almbst a sixth of the

7ildren were in classes with one change of head, teacher, and in least to
coheir classes there were two or. more changes.

7. Outdoor facility: Square rest Per Child,(Tible 5a).

About three-fourths of the children (74.82%) *were in sites that provided, on
the avereget 45 square feet or sore of outdoor play area per ohilod

At tbeother end of the scale, over a teeth ofitbe dhllares.(11.714) were ia'
iites offering less than 15 square feet of outdoor play area per c le. Most
Of these cases latter were presumably associated with store-front si es having
little or no yard space.

ti

B. OBSERVED CLASSROOM USE Or MATERIALS

'The variable* in this category were all derived from the OSCI ob servation
forms. Each variable indicates the total number of times that the specified
type of material was sighted in actual classroom use, divided-by 'the !Limber

of observation periods in which it could have been sighted, and then
multiplied by 100 to convert it to aopercentago.,

68



Table 49

DISTRIBUTION OF NALUES ON
PUPIL /TEACHER RATIO

Values Freq. ' , Percentage of Non-Blanks

17.0. - 17.9

16.0 - i.6.9

15.0 - 15.9

14.0 - 14.9

11

13

58

52

0.64

0.76

/ 3.38

3.03

13:0 - 13.9 8 0.47

12.0 - 12.9 8 0.47

11.0 - 11.9 56
.

3.27

10.0 - 10.9 78 4.55

9.0 - 9.9 128 7.46

8.0 - 8.9 247 14.41

7.0 - 7.9 580 33.82

6.0 - 6.9 ,,

74 4.31

5.0 - 5.9' 278 16.21

4.0 4.9 44 2.57

3.0 - 3.9 80 4.66

N 1715
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Table 50

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
TEACHER-CLASS ETHNIC MATCH

Freq. Percentage of Non-Blanks

Teacher matches majority 1157 60.29

Class mixed 404 21.05

Teacher and majority
not matched 358 18.66

N a 1919

a
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Table 51

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
HEAD TEACHER'S CONTINUITY_

Freq.._ Percentage 'of Non-Blanks

Same teacher 1546 78.40
One change 314 15.92
Two; changes 15. 0.76
Three or more changes 9 0.46

Class reorganized . 88 4.46

N = 1972

11

a

p
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Table 52

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
OUTDOOR FACILITY: SQUARE FEET PER CHILD

Values Percentage of Non-Blanks

45 or more 1599
j

74.82

40 - 44 25 1.17

35 - 39 lln 0.51

30 - 34 73 3.42

25 - 29 79 3.70

20 - 24 86 4.02

15 - 19 _13 0.61'

Under 15 251 11.75

N 2137
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1. Science Materials (Table 53)

There was very little use of science materials (e.g., magnets,, aquaria) in most
of the sample classes. Virtually all of the children (96.93%) 'were in classes

where science materials were seen in use less often than one obseivation period

out of twenty-five. Over half of the children (56.93%) were in classes where

such materials were, for all practical purposes, never used.

2. Language Mdterials (Table 54)

Language-oriented materials (e.g., story-book records, books) were somewhat'

more commonly used than science materials. Almost a fifth of the children

(18.51%) were in classes where language materials 4ereleinir.applied during

. at least a tenth of the observation periods. The median value on the scale

corresponds to a level of use of approximately once in every twenty observations.

3. Music Materials (Table 55)

As with science materials, very little use was made '''of music materials, such

as musical instruments.' Over half of the children (54.27%) were in classes

where essentially no use of such materials was observed.

4. Art Materials (Table 56)

Art materials were relatively often observed in use in the classrooms. About

half of the children were in classes where such materials were being used

during at least 9% of the observation pericds. In a few cldsses, the observed

use watz as high as once in every four observation periods.

5. Dramatic Materials (Table 57)

There was also considerable application of materials designed for use in

dramatic play-acting and role-playing (e.g., story recozds,,puppets). Almost

two-thirds of the.children (63.18%) were in classes where such materials were

being used during 10% to 20% of the observation periods.

6. Small-Muscle Materials (Table 58)

There was moderate use of materials such as puzzles and string-beads,'that were

designed t9 exercise the children's small muscles. The median value on this

distribution corresponds to an observed fr,c.quency of approximately once in every
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.Table 53

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
OSCI:

Values *

SCIENCE MATERIALS

itEIL Percentage of Non-Blanks
10 17 0.78
9 0 0.00
8 0 0.00
7 0

6
34 1.56

5 16 0.73
4 0 0.00
3 244 11.22
2

259 11.89
1 368 16.89
0 1240 56.93

N is 2178

\\

*Eadh value in this table indicates the tot..1.nuMber of times that
the specified type of material was sighted' in actual classroom use,divided by the number of observation periods in which it could havebeen sighted, and then multiplied by 100 to convert it to a percentage.A score of 5, for example, means that in one observation out of twenty,
on the average, the material in question was observed in use.

a
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Table 54

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
OSCI:

Values

LANGUAGE MATERIALS

EMI Percentage of Non-Blanks

22 - 23 16 0.73

20- 21 14 0.65

18- 19 0 0.00

16 - 17 40 1.84

14 - 15 90 4.13

12 -.13 34 3.86

10 11 % 159 7.30

8 - 9 207 9.50

6 - 7 348 15.98

4 5 386 17.72

2 3 437 20.06

0 1 397 18.23

N 2178

*Each value in this table indicates the total number of times that
the specified tlpe of material was sighted in actual classroom use,
divided by the number of observation periods in which it could have
been sighted, and then multiplied by 100 to convert it to a percentage.
A score of 5, for example, means that in one observation out of twenty,
on the average, the material in question was observed in use.

c.
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Table 55

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON

Values* -

OSCI: MUSIC MATERIALS

ftnu Percentuo of Non-Blanks

12 15 0.69

11 0 0.00

10 0 25 1.15

9 11 0.51.

8 22 1.01

7 22 1.01

6 73 3.35

5 144 6.61

4 131 6.01

3
o

60 2.76

2 190 8.72

303 13.91

0 54.2?

N 2,178

*Each value in this table indicates the total number of times-that
the specified type of material was sighted in actual class:roma use','
divided by the number of observation periods in which it could hmvi
been sighted, and then multiplied by 100 to convert it to4 percentage.
A score of 5, fog,amemple, means that in one observation out of twenty,
on the average, the material in question was observed in me.
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Table 56

!gm*

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
OSCI: ART MATERIALS

.SS1LP
. Percentage of Non-Blanks

30 - 32. 27 ,

1.24.

27 - 29 31 1.42

24 - 26 63 2:89

21 - 23 84 3.86

18 - 20 135 6.20

15 - 17 105 4.82

12 - 14 275 12.63

9 - 11 344 15.80

6 - 8 431 19.78

3 - 5 474 21.76
0 - 2 209 ', 9.60

N as 2178
r

*Each value in this table indicates the total number of times
the specified type of material was sighted in actual classroom use
divided by the number of observation periods in which it could have
been'sighted, and then multiplied by' 100 to convert it to eopercentage.
A score of 5, for example, means that in one observation out of twenty,
on the average, tie material in question was_observed in us.
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Table 57

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON

/tgie*

OSCI: DRAMATIC MATERIALS

Percenta of Non-Blanks

30 - 32 27 1.24

'7 - 9 31 1.42

24 26 94 4.32

21 - 23 148 6.80

18 - 20 305 14.00

15 - 17 325 14.92

12 - 14 375 17.22

9- 11 371 17.03

6 - 8 270 12.40

3- 5 ,183 8.40

0- 2 2.25

.ELP_2178

*Each value in this'table indicates the total lumber of timei that
the specified tde of material was sightmd in actual WARMroom use,;
divided by the number of observiition periods in which it oould have
be_ en nauhted,:and then multiplied by 100 to convert, it to a percentage.

A same of 5, for example, means-that in one observation out of twenty,,
on the average, the matirial'in question was observed in use.
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Table 58

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
OSCI:

Values*

SHALL- MUSCLE MATERIALS

Percentage of Non - Blanks

22 - 23 111 5.10

20 - 21 56 2.57

18 - 19 86 3.95

16 - 17 194 8.91

:14- 15 191 8.77

12 - 13 248 11.38,

10 - 11 291 13.36

8- 9 329 15,10

6- 7 160 7.35

4- 5 167 7.67

2- 3 152 6.98,

0 - 1 193 8.86

N = 2178

*Each value in this table indicates the total number of times that
the specified type of material was sighted in actual classroom use,
divided by the number o observation periods in which it could have
been sighted, and then Aultiplied by 100 to convert it to a percentage.
A score of 5, for example,. means that in one observation out,of twenty,
on the average, the material in question was observed in use.
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ten observation periods. The range is from essentially no application of the /

small - muscle materials to a frequency of once in every four observation periods.

7. Large-Muscle Materials (Table_ 59)
. - 1 J

- Materials designed to exercise childriin's large muscles (e.g., swings, balls)

were observed inuse fairly often, with values ranging up to one observed use

in every three observation periods.. The median value on this distribution
,

.

corresponds to a frequency of iabodt'once in every ten observation periods.

C. OBSERVED CLASSROOM ACTIVITIES

The four OSCI factor scores used in the.-correlational analysis would not be

useful for describing the relative frequency of different classroom activities,

since those factors were all defined in such a manner that the mean value

was approximately 100. Not,ever, an earlier research report (Datta, 1970)

summarized findings on same of the raw data fro'the OSCI:for 1967-68; with

the author's permission, sections of those findings are presented below:
1

o Caretaking was a lowreguency activity, witch less than 5%

of the activities falling into categories siLch as arriving,

clean-up, or toileting. Primarily undifferentiated activity

such as fighting occurred'in less than 7% of the scene.

Many activities occurred with moderate'frequency and showed

considerable variation. For example, the modal time spent

in dra.liatic role playing was 15-20% (20% of the classes);

hoWiVer, 6% of the classes had virtually no incidents of

dramatic role-playing while another '7% had dramatic giy

observed between 35-40% of the time.
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Table 59

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON

O

Ny.

Values*

OSCI: LARGE-MUSCLE MATERIALS

Freq. Peirce! of Non-Blanks

33 - 35 15 0.69

30 - 32 10 0.46

27 - 29 31 1.42

24 - 26 0 0.00

21 -,23 126 5.79

18 - 20 241 11.07

15. - 1/ 254 11.66

12 - 14 237 10.88

9 --11 314 14.42

6*- 8 283 12.99

3 5 323 14.83

- 2 344 15.79

N mg 2178

*Each value in- histable.indicates the total number'of times that
the specified,type of material was sighted in actual classroom use,
divided by the number of observation periods in which it could have
been sighted-, and. then multiplied:by 200 to convert it-to a percentage.
A score of 5, for example, XMAS that in one observation out of twenty,
on-the average, the material in question .was observed in use.
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Very few classes were observed to spend more than 5% of the

time in specific training for auditory disdrimination, quanti=

tative development, and scientific activities; however, as

many as 20% of the classes would form a cluster in which these

directed kinds of training were of relatively high frequency.

Visual, perception, on the other hand, varied'from less than 5%

of-the activities (3% of the classes) to 30 -40% of the

activities (4% of the-classes)----

The most widely dispersed activities were motor, rote, informal

verbal development, and.socifil interactions. The amount of.

language training in the formal sense varied from less. than 5%

of the activities to between 25 and 35% of the activities- (6%

of the sample), with the mode at between 10 and 15%, of ;the

activities. Informal langUage development was an almbst

rectilinear distribution ranging from 5% to 7514 some Head

Start sample classes apparently had teachers who used virtually

every opportunity 'to faciliiite language development, while

other teachers made(virtually no attempt to use the opportunities

in this way.

Emphasis on good.condUdt,(rules and regulations) varied from

little or none (12% of the clime) to as many as 30% of the

incidents (9% of the classes), in a pOeitivelyskewed distri-

bution. In no class was the locus Of-control always observed

to be the child; this distribution was symmetric and bell-Ohaped,

with the median at 50% of the incidents being teacher controlled.

Some classes would appear to be Substantially teacher controlled,

while others could be meaningfully classified as very low on

teacher control:
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4 Group size is still another.variable of potential educational

significance." The number of activities talliod as "whole.group",

varied from less than 5% (in three classes) to' between 65% and

70% (in two classes); the distribution -on this code is flat and.7-\

somewhat positively skewed.

D. TEACHERS' EDUCATION AND EXPERIENCE

1. Education (Table Em I

These values were obtained for the teacher in each classro6M with the.greatest

number of years of education, usually. the head-teacher. Most of 'these teachers

were quite well educated, as indicated by the fact that 87% of the sample

Children had teachers with additional education beyond high school, and over' ,

38% had teachers who had gone to graduate school.

2. Experience with Disadvant9ed Children (Table 61)

This table indicates the total length of experience that the teachers had had

with disadvantaged children. The figures were calculated by adding the length

oF Head Start teaching experience, the length of experience with other die-

advantaged preschool children, and experience with older disadvantaged childien.

Figures shown in the left-hand column of the table-are roughly equivalentto the

total number of months of experience (e.g., "1 to 3 years" is given it value of

24).

There was wide variation in the amount of prior teaching experience, with Values

ranging from 9 months to 135 months. Almost two-fifths'of the children 138.8%)

had teachers with from tnree-and-a7half to six years of experience with dis-

advantaged children. On the avekage, the teachers in 1967-68 were quite

experienced.

E. SUMMARY

Over three-fourths of the-children (78.96%) were in sites whose delegate' agencies

were Community Action Programs or similar local welfare groups. Virtually all

of the classes met five days a week, and molt met for three to four hours each

day. Class size varied somewhat, but over three-fourths of the children were in

classes of from 14 to 18 children. Pupil/teacher ratio ranged from 3 to almost

83



Table 60. .

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
TEACHER'S EDUCATIQN

Values fag: Percent* le of Non-Blaaks
17 years or more 663

a

38.04
15 - 16 years 592 33.96
13 - 14 years 266. ,' 15.26
11 - 12 years 0 162 -- 9430

-Less 13. yearn 60 , -3.44
N al 1743
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Table 61'

`DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
TEACHER'S EXPERIENCE WITH DISADVANTAGED.CHILDREN

Values" Fres:. Percentage of Non-Blanks

130 - 139 66 3.79

120 - 129 11 .63

110 - 119 64 . 3.67

_100 - 109-,
. -4-19

90 - 99 140 8.03

80- 89 59 3.38
70 - 79 405 23 . 24

60 - .69 77 4.42

50 - 59 197 11 . 30

40 - 49 249 14.29
30 - 39 .98 .5.62
20 - 29 133 7.63

10 - 19 60 3.44

0 - 9 11I 6.37

N = 1743

Bach value in this table is roughly equivalent to the total number'of
months of teaching experience with disadvantaged children; far example,
a response of "1 to 3.years" is given a value of 24.
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18, with the moSt.typical values being from 5/1 to 9/1.. Most children had the
same head teacher over the entire evaluation period, but in about a sixth of
the classps there was at least one change of head teacher.

The typical class had at least one teacher who was quite highly educated.
.

Almost nine-tenths of the sample children had a teacher with additional'
education beyond high school, and otter a_third had teachers utoi had gone to
graduate school.

Most teachers were also quite experienced; almost two-fifths of the children
d

had.teachers with from three-and-a-half to. six' years of expe,ance with dis-
advintaged children. (This figure includes experience with Head Start with

4 other preschool children, and with older disadvantaged'childien.)
'There was

wide variation'in amount of prior experience, with values ranging from 9 months
to 135 months.

,There was considerable variability among°classes in the relative froquenCy of
'use of diffeTent types-of classroom materials, as recorded on the OSCI by

independent observers. Overall, the most commonly applied types of materials

were art materials and materials for use in dramatic role-playing and play-Acting
puppets; story records). 'There was also fairly frequent use of materials

designed to exercise the children's large Muscles (e.g., swings, balls), and
,..small, muscles e.g., puzzles,ystring-beads). Language-oriented Materials (e.g.,

story-book record", books) were less often used, and there was very little use
of science materials (e.g., magnets, aqUaria) or music materials (e.g., musical
instruments). _

Data from an earlier study of the 19E7 -68 OSCI records indicate that caretaking

(e.g.; clean-up,.toileting)-and fighting were infrequent, as were activities

providing. specific training for auditory discrimination, viantitative develop-
ment, and scientific activities. More frequently observed activities included
dramatic role-playing and informal language development.
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tRAPTER VI
AR

GAINS ASSOCIATED WITH HEAD START

This chapter addresses the question of whether there were significant changes

in the Head Start children's performance, and in their parents' attitudes;

that can be associated with the children's participation in Head Start.

c , 4

. e

Mean scores were calculated for the pretest and pdsttest administrations of

each major dependent variable; mean gain scores were then. computed, and the

significance level of each gain was determined,by the use of a two-tailed.

-test..
1

Appendix -A contains-tables
witlafill'gttie -frequency distributions for

the pretest scores, the posttest scores, and thegain scores on each-depen-

dentyariable. Sample sizes in thlse tables differ from those given for the

pretest scores in Chapters III and IV, because the tables in Appendix A are

based on only those children and parents for whom there were both pretest

and posttest scores.

The following section discusses the results of comparisons between the pretest
means and the posttestmeans.

A. PRETEST-POSTTEST PERFORMANCE CHANGES

Table 62 summarizes all findings on the comparisons of preteit and posttest

performance. The column at the far left lists the "child and parent dependent

variables. Other columns, from left to right, show the sample sizes; the

means of the pretest scores (for persOris with both pretest and posttest data);,

the means of the posttest stores; the mean gain scores; and the t-ratios of

the gain scores. A double asterisk'( * *) after a t -ratio indicates that the

gain' (or loss) was significant at the .01 level.

Pk.

1
For several of the dependent variables (Factors Affecting Test Performance,
pia scales, Educational Aspirations for Child), the frequency distributions,
as shown in Appendix A, were skewed. However,'in each case the pretest and
posttest distributions were skewed in the same direction, so that the t-test
was regarded as yielding useful results.
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Taige762

PRITEST7FOSTTEST'PERFORMARCE.CHANGES

Dependent Variable N
Pretest
Mean

Posttest
Mean

Mean
Change t

.-

Stanford-Binat 1508 91.50 96.08 4.58 18.16**

Factors AffectingTest Performance 1474 56.84 60.15 3.31 10.53**
,

SIOP: Total Verbal: Behavior 1507 39.53 '44.29 4.76 6.91**
.

,

.

.SIOP: Total Non-Verbal Behavior
o ?

1505 12.94 13.09 0.15. 0.38

SIOP: Total Inappropriate Behavior 1032 1.28 1.33" 0.05 0.31

SIOP: Initiations by Subject to .

Peers of Some Ethnic Group 1281 12.94 13.43 0.49 1.86

SIOP: Initiations by Subject to
Peers of Other Ethnic Group

,

1177 3.99 4.69 0.70' 4.59**

Perceived Effect of Head Start on
Child , 1388 3.46 3.68 0.22 4.22**

Educational Aspirations for Child 1385 7.04 6.99 -0.05 -1.39

Educational Expectations for Child 1383 s. 5.21 5.07 -0.14 -2.81**

Value of Education 1401 51.24 51.86 0.62 1.36

**Difference significant at'.01 level

a
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1. Cognitive Measure

4

As,Table62 indicates, the sample children !hinged a significant gain

(.ni level) on the Stanford.rBinet. Scored rose from 91.49 to 96.08, for a

mean improvement of 4.58 IQ points. This is very similar to the gain fafi.

1968-69,-and is comparable to results from several earlier studies of

preschool programs.

2. Social-Emotional Measures
.w

Stanford-Binet examiners observed a'significant,'(.011evel) improvement in

the Childre 's.adapti4eness to the test conditfons,:as_recorded ip ther

Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance: At posttest time, the

children showed less evidence of being distracted by the,examiner, by noises

or other environmental circumstances, and by the test itself; than they

showed on the pretest. This finding parallels the results on the measure

for 1968-69, though the Absolute magnitudeof the mean gain was larger in

1968-69 (6.86 in 1968-69 compared with 3.31 in 1967-68).

There were also significant pre-post gains (.01 level) in the frequency of

the children's verbal interactions with peers and adults, and,in their initi-

ations.of socialA.nteractions with children of other ethnic groups. The

findings suggest that, during their Head Start experiences, the children

bedame more verbally'oriented andtook more Social initiative, particularly

in interacting with other ethnic groups. These would appear to be important

benefits associated. with Head Start exposure, althOugh direct. causality

cannot be proven:,

3. Parent Attitudes

There was a significant increase (.01 level) in the number of benefits that
.

parents felt their children were deriving from Head Start. At the same time,

home-v.:a, ther:t was a significant decrease (.01 level) in the parents' educa-

tional expectations for their children. Since there was a smaller (and non-

significant) decrease in the parents' aspirations for their children, the

lnet effect was to increase the disparity between what the parents hoped for,

and what they felt was possible for their children.

Mb
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B. EFFECTS OF 'MISSING' DATA

P.

As noted in Chapter I, the. extensive amount of missing data for some variables

could bias.the results ot thi, study, if the missing.cases were drastically

different tnanthe children represented in the statistical analyses." Some

insight,concerning one potential source of bias can be gained by comparing .

the pretest performance of all children having pretest scores (see Tables1

-through 16), vs. the pretest performance of only those childfen with both

pretest and posttest scores (Table 62).

On theStanford-Binet, the.mean pretest IQ forithe full pretest group

(N = 1824) wad 91.42; the corresponding pretest mean for the pretest-posttest

overlap group (4 = 1508) was 91.50. Thus, on this key variable, it doei not'

appear that the children who drbpped but of the programs before'the end of the

evaluation period were appreciably different than'those.whostayed'with the'
.

programg. Siiilarly, on thp Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance,

the mean pretest scores .for the' full pretest group ON:=1.792) and far the

pretegt-posttest overlap group (N = 1474) were 56./2 and 56.84,.respectively;

This finding suggests that the,Children who dropped out-of the programs. before

the end of the evaluation period may havehad a slightly lower entry level on

this measuro than those who remained with the program; the difference is fairly

small, however, compared with the overall pre-post gain on the Inventory of

Factdis Affecting Test PerformoCe, which was 3.31. On most other perform-

ance measures there were even smaller differences in pretest scores between

the full pretest group and the pretest-posttest overlap group. In summary,

it does not appear that the particular type of missing data considered here,

at least, were likely to be an important source obias in the analysing

reportedin this document.
6r , .

C. SUMMARY

The gain on the Stanford-Binet was almost exactly the same, as in 1968-69. i

-'.Though relatively small in magnitude, the gain was statistically significant,

and showed that the Head Start children were experiencing growth inlite

cognitive domain.
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-The results in the social-emotional domain, were quite positive. Children
improved in adaptiveness to the Stanford-Binet test conditions;.in frequency
of verbal activity; and in taking the initiative in social interactions with

o
children of other ethnic groups. These findings indicate valuable progress

) .

toward socially oriented program

There was a significant imprOvementinthe
parents' attitudes regarding the.

o perceived benefits of Head Start for their children; at the sometime,

however, the parents' educational expectations for their children decreased.'

' Overall, there was no consistent pattern of Aprovement in the parents' feel-
int:of optimism fft their children, nor did the parentsfeel that they

.personally would derive appreciable benefits from their children's exposure to
Head Start.

- .

All of the above findings/must be interpreted with caution, because of the
lack of non-Head Start control groups.. An association has. been demonstrated

between Head Start participation andlgains on a number of important perfor:-
,mmnce measures, but no causal relationship has been proven.

An examinatian'of the frequency distributions of gains,,presented.in

AppendiX A, shows that there were sizable variations in the,magnitude of the

gains on most of the performance measures. On the Stanford-Binet, for'

example, though the mean gain was 4.58, approximately 14% of ihe-childrei

gained 15 points or better. The following three chapters explore these

differences further, to determine whether they can be systematically associ-

ated with (1) characteristics of the children' themselves, (2)features of the

programs that they attended, and/or (3), interactions between the child and

program characteristics.
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CHAPTER VII

.DIFFERENCES IN GAINS FOR DIFFERENT TYPES OF CHILDREN

Chapter VI has shown that there were significant gains over the evaluation'
period on the.StanfordBinet and on several social-emotional performance
measures. But how were these gains distributed over different subgroups of
children? The data showh-inTables 63 through 68 Provide a basis for
answering this q uestion. Each table provides a Comparison of gains for two
different groups ...If children. For example, Table 66 compares gains for
Urban and Non-Urban children. From left to right, the coltimns show the
dependent variables; the sample sizes, pretest Means, posttest means, and
mean gains on each dependent variable -for one subgroup (i.e., Urban Children);
the saMple'sizes, pretest means, posttest meanP, and mean gains for the second'
subgroup (Non-Urban children); and the differences in mean gaihi for the two
Subgroupc. A double asterisk (") after the difference value means that the-
differeme is significant at the '.01 level;.a single asterisk designates a
.05 level of significance.

A. CHILD'S AGE

Table 63 shows only one medsure, the Stanford- Binet, on which there was'a
significant difference in gains for children below 60 months in age, and.

..children 60 months or older.' This 'difference, which barely reached the .05
level, favored the. children under 60 months. In general, as was found in
the analysis for 1968-69, age was not an important determiner of the children's
progress in Head Stait.

#

%

B. CHILD'S SEX

For all practical purposes, there bare no differences in the performance gains
of boys and girls, as shown.in Table 64 . -Again, this finding agrees with

.

the 1968-69 analysis.
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4

C. CHILD'S INITIAL (PRETEST) IQ

. As shown in Table 65 , the children's pretest IQ's wire significantly
related

to their gains on the Stanford-Binet and on two social-etotional measures:

the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test'Performafice, and the number of inap-

propriate social behaviors. ,

I'
On the Stanford - Binet, the Low initial IQ (below 85) group gained significantly

more (.01 level) than the Mid (85-95) IQ group, which-in turn gained more

(:01 level) than the High (above 95) IQ group. This agrees with the trend

found in the.1968-69 data. Also, as in the,1968-69 analysis; the absolute

magnitude of the differences is substantial. The Low initiar IQ children

gained, on the average, over seven IQ points more than -the High IQ group.-------
. -

On the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance, both' the Low:initial

IQ children and the Mid I52 group made significantly larger giifis (.01-level

and .05 level, respectively) than the High IQ group. On the other hand, the. _

Low initial IQ group also showed an increase in the' frequency of inappro-

-priate social -behavior,-whereas there was a_decrease in such behavior in both

the Mid and High IQ groups.,

The results suggest that, in thie cognitive domain, at least, children with
lower initial ability benefited more from.Head Start than those with higher

initial ability. In the social-emotional.domain, the results are less clear-

cut, with the results on the SIOP:Total Inappropriate Behavior somewhat
r.

contradicting those on the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance. -

It is'possible that, the findings may be partially influenced by a regression-
,

toward-the-mean phenomenon. That is, there couldhave been erroneous place-
ments in the three initial IQ gr u , resulting from measurement errors on

the Stanford-Binet pretest; the apparently larger gains of the Low initial

IQ children could to some degree reflect the fact that certain children,

erroneously counted as part of that group, showed their "true"-ability on

the:posttest and thereby pulled up the group's mean-gain.
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In the 1968-69 analysis, the regression-toward-the-mean explanation was

largely rejected on the basis that there was a consistent pattern across a

wide variety of measures,-all showing the trend toward greater gains for the

LourIQ group. This pattern is not 'So extensive.or consistent in the 1967-68

data; thus it is difficult to discount the regression rationale completely.
, .

D. URBAN/NON-URBAN RESIDENCE

Table 66 shows significant differences (.01 level) in the gains of Urban

and Non-Urban children on only two variables, both from the SIOP: -Initiations

by Subject to Peers of. Same Ethnic Group, and Initiations by Subject"to Peers,

of Other Ethnic Group. In both cases, the Non-Urban children made-the larger

gaing. These results cannot be entirely explained on
u

the basis of regression

toward the mean, Singe on one measure-(Initiations blv,Subject to Peers of
-

Other Ethnic Group), the Non-Urban group started at a higher level, yet made

higher gains.

The results for 1967768 differ somewhat from those for 1968-69, when the

Non-Urban children made signifi-Cantly larger gains than-the Urban children

on eight different measures, including the Stanford-Binet. -This difference in

findings for the two years may result from the fact that in 196768 there

were relatively small differences in pretest scores, on most-measures foe

Urban and Non-Urban children, whereat in 1968-69 the Non-Urban children had

substantially lower prescores than Urban childien an several measures. Thus,

the.greater gains far the Nom-Urban children (relative to-Urban children) in

1968 -69 may have been associated more with that group's initially low per-

formance than with'urbanicity per se.

E. SOUTH/NON-SOUTH RESIDENCE

As Table 67 shows, Non-Southern children made significantly larger gains

than Southern children on four variables, including both cognitive and

social-emotional measures. The Non-Southern children improved by a larger

amount on the Stanford-Binet (,05 level), the frequency of non-verbal social
4

behavior (.01 level), and the number of initiations of social interactions

97



O

T
a
b
l
e
 
6
6

D
I
F
F
E
R
E
N
C
E
S
 
I
N
C
H
I
L
D
 
G
A
I
N
S
 
A
S
S
O
C
I
A
T
E
D
 
W
I
T
H

e
r
B
A
N
/
N
O
N
-
U
R
B
A
N
 
R
E
S
I
D
E
N
C
E

D
E
P
E
N
D
E
N
T
 
V
A
R
I
A
B
L
E

U
R
B
A
N

,

N
O
N
-
U
R
B
A
N

D
I
F
F
.

I
1
N
1
1

P
R
E
T
E
S
T

P
O
S
T
T
E
S
T

P
R
E
T
E
S
T

T
A
N

M
E
A
N

S
t
a
n
f
o
r
d
-
B
i
n
e
t

6
7
5

9
1
.
7
9

9
6
.
1
8

4
.
3
9

'
8
2
4
.

9
1
.
2
2

9
5
.
9
9

4
.
7
7

°
O
.
3
8

1

F
a
c
t
o
r
s
 
A
f
f
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
T
e
s
t
 
P
e
r
f
o
r
i
a
n
c
e

6
4
7

5
6
.
2
2

5
9
.
3
2

3
.
1
0

.
8
1
8

1
5
7
.
2
6

6
0
.
7
8

3
:
5
2

0
.
4
2

S
I
O
P
:

.
 
T
o
t
a
l
 
V
e
r
b
a
l
.
B
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
'

.
6
4
7
,

3
9
.
6
4

.
4
2
.
9
8

3
.
3
4

8
5
5

3
9
.
4
4

4
5
.
3
4

5
.
9
0

1
.
5
6

S
I
O
p
:

T
o
t
a
l
 
N
o
n
-
V
e
r
b
a
l
 
B
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
.

j
6
5
9

1
2
.
7
7
'

1
2
:
2
2

-
0
.
5
5

8
4
1

1
3
.
1
0

1
3
.
7
8

0
.
6
8

1
.
2
3

S
T
O
P
:

T
o
t
a
l
 
I
n
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
 
B
e
h
a
v
i
o

5
1
5

1
.
1
8

1
.
0
7

-
0
.
1
1
'

5
1
4

1
.
3
7

1
.
5
6

0
.
1
9

0
.
3
0

S
I
O
P
:

I
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
b
y
 
S
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
t
o

5
2
8

1
3
.
4
7

1
2
.
5
7
'

-
0
:
9
0

7
4
8

1
2
.
5
6

1
4
.
0
1

1
:
4
5

2
.
.
3
5
 
*
*

P
e
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
S
a
m
e
 
E
t
h
n
i
c
 
G
r
o
u
p

S
/
O
P
:

I
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
b
y
 
S
u
b
j
e
c
t

t
o
:

5
0
5

2
.
8
3

2
.
9
3

0
.
1
0

'

6
6
6

4
.
8
6

6
.
0
4

1
.
1
8

1
.
0
8
*
*

P
e
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
O
t
h
e
r
 
E
t
h
n
i
c

r
o
u
p

*
*
 
D
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e

s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
t
 
.
0
1
 
l
e
v
e
l

1
S
i
g
n
 
o
f
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
 
i
s
 
p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e
 
w
h
e
n

v
a
l
u
e
 
f
o
r
N
o
n
-
U
r
b
a
n
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
i
s
 
l
a
r
g
e
r
.



0 0

T
a
b
l
e
 
6
7

D
I
F
F
E
R
E
N
C
E
S
 
I
N
 
C
H
I
L
D
 
G
A
I
N
S
S
S
O
C
I
A
T
E
D

W
I
T
H
'

S
O
U
T
H
/
N
O
N
-
S
O
U
T
H
 
R
E
S
I
D
E
N
C
E

'

.

D
E
P
E
N
D
E
N
T
 
V
A
R
/
A
B
I
a
i

.

a

S
O
U
T
H

.

.
,
.

N
O
N
-
S
O
U
T
H

D
I
V
F
.

I
N

I
N

I
G
A
I
N

N
P
R
E
T
E
S
T

P
O
S
T
T
E
S
T

M
E
A
N

.
M
E
A
N

G
A
I
N

N
P
R
E
T
E
S
T
'

M
E
A
N

P
O
S
T
T
E
S
T

M
E
A
N

M
E
A
N

G
A
I
N

S
t
a
n
f
o
r
d
-
B
i
n
e
t

-
,

F
a
c
t
o
r
s
 
A
f
f
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
T
e
s
t
 
P
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e

S
I
O
P
:
,
.
.
,
T
o
t
a
l
 
V
e
r
b
a
l
 
B
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
-

S
I
O
P
:

T
o
t
a
l
 
N
o
n
-
V
e
r
b
a
l
 
B
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
'

!

S
I
O
P
:
 
T
o
t
a
l
 
I
n
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
 
B
e
h
a
v
i
d
r

S
I
O
P
:

I
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
b
y
 
S
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
t
o

I

P
e
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
S
a
m
e
 
E
t
h
n
i
c
 
G
r
o
u
p
.

.

'
S
T
O
P
:

I
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
b
y
 
S
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
t
o

P
e
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
O
t
h
e
r
 
E
t
h
n
i
c
 
G
r
o
u
p
,

4
6
1

4
5
5

4
3
0

4
2
1

3
1
9

4
0
3

3
9
6

9
0
.
3
0

5
8
.
5
7

4
2
.
9
6
.

1
7
.
4
0

1
:
8
2
 
s

1
3
.
8
5

4
.
8
4

.
9
4
.
0
7

6
1
.
3
8

4
7
.
1
8

1
5
.
7
1

1
.
8
1

1
2
.
5
4

a

5
.
1

3
.
7
7

2
.
8
1

4
:
2
2

-
1
.
6
9

-
0
.
0
1

-
1
.
3
1

0
.
2
8

1
0
4
7

1
0
1
9

1
0
7
6

1
0
8
3

7
1
3

8
7
6

7
7
8

9
2
.
0
2

,
5
6
.
0
6

3
8
.
1
4

.
1
1
:
2
1

1
.
0
4

1
2
.
5
2

3
.
5
6

9
6
.
9
7

5
9
*

4
3
i
*

1
2
0
8
.

1
.
1
1

1
3
.
8
3

4
.
4
8

4
.
9
5

3
.
5
4

5
.
0
0

0
.
3
7

0
.
0
7

1
.
3
1

0
.
9
2

1
.
1
8
*

0
.
4
3

0
.
7
8

2
.
5
6
4
*

0
.
0
8

2
.
6
2
*
*

0
.
6
4
*

i

*
*
 
D
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
a
t
 
.
0
1
 
l
e
v
e
l

*
 
D
i
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t

a
t
 
.
0
5
 
l
e
v
e
l
;

'
S
i
g
n
 
o
f

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
 
i
s
 
p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e
 
w
h
e
n

v
a
l
u
e
 
f
o
r
 
N
o
n
-
S
o
u
t
h
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
,
i
s
 
l
a
r
g
e

"l
b



with other children of both the same ethnicity (.0i level) and of other ethnic
groups (.05.1evel)..

O

The finding on the Stanford-Binet is one of particular interest because the
Non-Southern children, Who had higher initial scores, also made the larger
gains; this -is -an exception to the general rule. noted earlier.

F. STANFORD-BINET PRETEST WEEKS

Although the interval between pretest and posttest'as relad.vely constant,
there were substantial variations in the number-of weeks between enrollMent
and pretest. -To study the relationship between pretest weeks-and pretest -
posttest perforrriatce gains, .separate analyses were performed for three groups

- -of-children: a Low Weeks group whose interval between.enrollment.a4,
Stanford-Binet pretest was one to two weeks; a Mid Weeks group Ohose'InterVal
was three to six weeks; and a High Weeks group. whose interval.wasoversix
weeks.

1
The results of the analyses_ are shown in Table 68.

Although there are.significantdifferences in gains-fOr-the_Low Weeks, Mid
Weeks, and High Week4roups on several measures, no systematic pattern is
apparent in the direction of the differences. For example, children who
received their pretest more quickly did not 'Consistently make larger gains
across the diffdrefit'measures.

This finding may be related to tHe-fact that
there also was no systematic pattern in the direction of differences in the
pretest scores.

1
The pretest-interval for the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performancewas the same as that for the Stanford-Binet. Other social-emotional measureswere administered at somewhat different times than the Stanford-Binetbut'probably did not differ appreciably from the Stanford-Binet in terms of theorder or sequence in which they were administered by the different Head StartCenters.

100



T
a
b
l
e

t
e
l
8

D
I
F
F
E
R
E
N
C
E
S
 
I
N
 
C
H
I
L
D
 
G
A
I
N
S
 
A
S
S
O
C
I
A
T
E
D
W
I
T
H

S
T
A
N
F
O
R
D
-
B
I
N
E
T
 
P
R
E
T
E
S
T
 
W
E
E
K
S

L
O
W
 
W
E
E
K
S
 
(
1
-
2
 
W
E
E
K
S
)

M
I
D
 
W
h
E
K
S
,
(
3
-
6
 
W
F
J

H
I
G
H
 
W
E
E
K
S
 
(
O
V
E
R
 
6
 
W
E
E
K
S
)

D
4
E
N
D
E
N
T

V
A
R
I
A
B
L
E

.

-
-
/
/

I

N
P
R
E
.

M
E
A
N

P
O
S
T

M
E
A
N

M
E
A
N

G
A
I
N

N
P
R
E

M
E
A
N
-

F
O
S
T

M
E
A
N

M
2
A
N

G
A
I
N

N
P
R
E

M
E
A
N

i

P
O
S
T

M
E
A
N

M
E
A
N

G
A
I
N

D
I
F
F
.
I
N
 
G
A
I
N
'

L
O
W
-
M
I
D
 
W
E
E
K
S

D
I
F
F
.
I
N
 
G
A
I
N

L
O
W
-
H
I
G
H
 
W
E
E
K
S

D
I
P
F
.
I
N
 
G
A
I
N

H
I
D
 
-
H
I
G
H
 
W
I
M
3
C
3

S
t
a

o
r
d
-
B
i
n
e
t

t

1
1
8

9
0
.
6
6

9
4
.
8
4

4
.
1
8

7
5
4

9
1
.
6
5

9
4
.
6
7

5
.
0
2

6
3
5

9
1
.
4
7

9
5
.
6
1

4
.
1
4

-
0
.
8
4

0
.
0
4

.
0
.
8
8

F
p
 
t
o
r
s
 
A
f
f
e
C
t
i
n
g
 
T
e
s
t
!
P
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
i
n
c
e

1
1
.
6

6
0
.
1
8

6
1
.
7
7

1
.
5
9

7
3
4

5
5
.
7
8

6
0
.
1
9

4
.
4
1

6
0
3

5
1
.
9
9

6
0
.
1
2

2
.
1
3

-
2
.
8
2
*

-
0
.
5
4

2
.
2
8
*
*

/
5
I
0
P
:

T
o
t
a
l
 
V
e
r
b
a
l
 
B
e
h
a
v
i
o
r

1
1
2

3
7
.
9
6

4
4
.
1
5

6
.
1
9

6
9
9

3
9
.
2
8

4
5
.
0
5

5
.
7
7

6
0
9

4
1
.
6
3

4
4
,
7
i

3
.
1
4

0
.
4
2

3
.
0
5

2
.
6
3

S
I
O
P
:

T
o
t
a
l
 
N
o
n
,
V
e
r
b
e
i
l
 
B
e
h
a
v
i
o
r

1
1
3

1
5
.
7
3

1
0
.
0
8

-
5
.
6
5

6
8
7

1
2
.
4
3

1
2
.
0
4

-
0
.
3
9

6
1
5

1
3
.
6
3

1
4
.
4
2

0
.
7
9
,

-
5
.
2
6
*
*

-
6
.
4
4
*
*

-
1
.
1
8

S
I
O
P
:
.

T
o
t
a
l
 
I
n
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
 
B
e
h
a
v
i
o
r

8
1
.

2
.
0
2

0
.
3
6

-
1
.
6
6

3
7
3

1
.
2
0

1
.
5
5

0
.
3
5

5
0
6

1
.
3
5

1
.
4
2

.
0
.
0
7

-
2
.
0
1
*
*

-
1
.
7
3
*
*

0
.
2
8

S
I
O
P
:

I
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
b
y
 
S
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
t
o

1
0
3

1
4
.
9
9

1
4
.
7
3

-
0
.
2
6

6
0
2

1
1
.
6
5

1
3
.
0
6

1
.
4
1

5
1
1

1
4
.
4
4

1
3
.
6
7

-
0
.
7
7

-
1
.
6
7

0
.
5
1

.
2
.
1
8
*
*

P
e
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
S
a
m
e
 
E
t
h
n
i
c
 
G
r
o
u
p

'
*
.

S
I
O
P
:

I
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
b
y
 
S
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
t
o

8
7

2
.
1
6

2
.
0
6

-
0
.
1
0

5
4
3

5
.
3
0

6
.
7
0

1
.
4
0

4
7
2

2
.
9
3

2
.
8
3

-
0
.
1
0

-
1
.
5
0
*

0
.
0
0
.

1
.
5
0
*
*

P
e
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
O
t
h
e
r
 
E
t
h
n
i
c
 
G
r
o
u
p

.

*
*
 
D
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t

a
t
 
.
0
1
 
l
e
v
e
l

*
 
D
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e

s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
t
 
.
0
5
 
l
e
v
e
l



G. SUMMARY

Several of the subgrouping variables, notably the children's initial Stanford-
Binet IQ level, were significantly related to the amount of performance gain.
Many of these relationships appear to fall'into a single pattern: namely, that
childien with the lowest 1r -ial scores,on a measure tended to make the highest
gain scores on that measure. Thistrend is Consistent with the findings'for
the 1968-69 data.

On'performance measures where there were consistent differences in gains, the
larger gains were usually made by Non-Southern.Wldren and by children who
had low initial IQ scores. Age and sex showed little association withmagni'-
tude of gains.
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CHAPTER VIII

DIFFERENCES IN GAINS ASSOCIATED WITH DIFFERENT PROGRAM. APPROACHES

Were some program approaches associated with greater child and parent gaint than
other approaches? To answer this question, a series of one `way analyses of
variance were performed;.each set of analyses examined the relationship between
a selected program variable (e.g.,.level of classroom use of-language materials)

and each of the selected dependent variables. The unit for these analyses was
the individual child, rather than the class-or site. The analysis -of - variance

model used was one in which unequal cells were unweighted.

The program variables used in the analyses of variance were those described in
Chapter II; that,is, they included only the smaller subset of variables selected

__because they showed strong relationships with the dependent Variables in the
screening test (correlational analyiis),,because they seemed of special.theoret-,

ical br practical importance,pr
,hecaUse.similar variables hid shown'significant

relationships in the 1968-69 analyses. The selected program variables included
the degree of teacher continuity within each classroom; the tacher's.level of
general education; her prior experience with disadvantaged children; the degree
of class transiency; the pupil/teacher ratio; and the amount of observed class-
roOm use of small-musCle materials, large-muscle materiels, language materials,
and dramatic materials,

The dependent variables used in the analyses of variance differed from one pro-
gram variable to another, as shown inoTables 69 through 770 In-the analyses
for a particular program variable, every dependent variable found in the corre-,
'lational analysis.to be,strongly related was automatically included. Other
dependent variables, particularly the Stanford-Binet,and the Inventory of Factord
Affecting Test Performance, were sometimes ihcluded.when it was felt that a null-
finding (i.e., failure to find a significant relationship between the dependent
variable and the program variable) might be surprising,.and thus represent a,
finding of interest. 'An.example is the 'inclusion of the Stanford-Binet in the
analyses for Teacher's Experience with ,Disadvantaged Children, even though the
.correlational analyses showed no significant relationships between those two
Variables.
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Before the analyses of variance were performed, adjusted posttftt scores were
calculated for all the performance measures to be used in the anAlyses. This

4procedure was identical to that described in the report on the analysis of'the
1968-69 data (TM-4862/000). The posttest scores were adjusted by regression,
techniques to correct for pretest differences among the children; the adjusted
posttest scores were then used in place of simple gain scores as the dependent
variables in the.analYses of variance.

The adjustment technique applied a straightforwarl, one-variable regression
analysis in which the pretest score was used to "predict" the posttest score..

.The difference between the observed and predicted -posttest scores was calculated,
'and this "residual" was the basic measure of performance used in the analyses.
In order to make the values more easily understood, the pretest group mean was
added to each residual. This transformation had no effect on the variance of
these scores, since it was a-Constant for all children.

Instead of estimating the regression line 'for this adjustment using all of the
data available for each performance measure, the adjustment was based exclusively

. on. the data from one of the "levels" (the lowest)on the program variable being
studied.. The reason for this procedure was that the use of all the data might
have obscured the actual effect of the program variable, because of the fact that
groups receiving more4of the "treatment" would have been pooled (for adjustment
purposes] with groups receiving-less of the,treatment. As is often the case; the

I 4

decision involved a statistical ,trade -off. By using an adjustment procedUre more
sensitive to program effects, the possibility of "false positives" was.also

A increased. This seems an acceptable risk, however, in a study which is somewhat
exploratory in nature. Furthermore, in the later presentation of results of the
analyses.ok variance, two levels of probability (.05 and .01) have been dis-
tinguished, so that the .01 level can be used by readers who prefer a more4 ft

stringent interpretation of si:gnificarice.

A. RESULTS OF YSES OF VARIANCE

Tables 69 through 77 show the results of the analyses of variance for the
different program variables. These were one-way analyses, with unequal cells
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unweighted. The c6lumns in each table contain, from left to right, the names of
the dependent variables; the means and standard deviations on each dependent

variable of the children in the lowest level of the program variable (e.g.,

children in classes whose teachers had -a low educational level); the means and
standard deviations for children in successively higher, levels of the program.,

variablerthe total number of degrees of freedom in the analysis of variance;
/ and the resulting,F-ratio. F-ratios are marked with a double asterisk if they

are significant,at the .01 level, and a single asterisk if'they reach the .05
level- of significance.

1. ClaRs Transiency

Some classes had fairly stable compositions, with most ofthe children who

started the evaluation period still being with the same clams at the end of
that period. In.other-cfasses there was a high transiency rate, Logic suggests

that Head Start children would make larger gains in the morestable classes, and
the results of the correlationalranalysis also indicate a relationship between
transiency and performance. 4

To explore this relationship in greater depth, two gioups of children were
defined. The High Transiency group consists of children in classes where

between 0% and 74% of the children-in those classes at posttest time were the

same as those in the classes at pretest time. The*Low Transiency group consists

of children with 75% to100% overlap in pretest-postteSt composition. It should,
be noted that both groups are restricted,to children who themselves were in the
classes over the full evaluation period; all of the analyses of gains for both
groups were based exclusively on children for whom there pretest and posttest

data.

Table 69 shows that .Class Transiency was significantlL related to six per-
formance variables. On three variables the Low Transiency group made signifi-

cantly larger gains, and on the other three variables the High Transiency group
*gained more.
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The.superiority of the Low Transiency group on the Stanford-Binet seems quite
logical-. Cognitively oriented instruction could presumably proceed in-a more

----orderly-and-conSitteni-faShion in classes of Stable composition, than in classes
where children were_ frequently leaving or new children. arriving. It is also not
difficult to understand why the Low Transiency. group made larger gains.in 'number

of initiations'of social interactions with peers of the same ethnic group and of
aotherethnic groups- In-a classroom of Stable com&sition,the children would_ .

have a longer sustained period.Ain which to get to know each other, to become
friends, and to interact socially.

Another:finding-that appears logical, upon careful consideration is the superior'
gain of the High'Transiency group on the Inventory'of-FactorsAffectingZest°

Performance. That measure reflebts the child's ability to adapt to a, fairly
7-

novel,situation involving the Stanford-Binet examiner and the instrument itself.
In a class with'a high transiency rate, the child would become'mdre accustomed
to seeing new °faces, Ahd thus might become less intimidated by the Stanford-
Binet examiner,.

Whails more.difficUit to explainis the fact that-the parents of children in
the High Transi'egcy group perceived-greater gains for their children in Head
Start, and had higher aspiraition for theOr Chladren's educational futures. One
icilisi4e'explanation of the finding or ihe parents' perception of Head Start

,,:lloe-nefiis is related'to the specific questions tasked in the Parent Interview.
.,, That instrument asks whether the parent.feels her child speak better, 'is more

Self-confident,qets along better with older children, is better able to do
things on his own, and is interested in neWthings. Likethe Inventory'of Fad-
tors Affecting Test Performance, these questions seem to be addressed largely
to the child's adaptiveness new people and situations such adaptiveness

might be enhariced by- greater mobilitygpf_other Children into and out of the
o

classroom. ..

2. Teacher Continuity

Head Start classes Variea in staff stability as wfll as in transiency rate among
children. To explore the possible relationship of this variable with performance,

101-
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4

41.

A

children were divided into i High Teacher 'Continuity groupand a Low Teacher

Continuity. group. s'ine High Teacher Continuity group consists of children who
had the_same heed teacher over the, entire evaluatibn period; the-LowTeacher

Continuity group consists of children whose head teacher changed at least once
during that period.

The correlational analysis had showh the Teacher-Continuity variable to be` -sig-

nificantlyassociated with both the Stanford-Binet and the Inventory of Factors *

Affecting Test Performance. In the analyses of variance,.by contrast, only the

Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance.was found significantly related

(although there was a suggestive-difference of one IQ-point on the.Stanford-

Binet, in favor ot.the High TeicherContinuity group). As 'fable 70 shows, in

classes whose head teacher did not change,*the children made significantly

greater gains .01 level) on.the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance.

This finding appears in one sense to contradict.an explanation presented earlier
for the Class Transiency variable, to the effect that a large.amount of trazi-

,

siency and mobility within a classroom enhances the children's,adaptiveness to

the Stanford-Binet test situation. Perhaps the changes in head teacher were

perceived by children in the Low Teacher Continuity group as more unsettling and

anxiety-producing than changes among the children's peeri.

3. Pupil/Teacher Ratio

Did children make larger gains in classes with fewer children per teacher? Com-

parisons were made on several performance variables for two groups of children;

one group consisted of children in classes with up to 7.5 children per teacher,

and Oa other group included all children in classes with more than 7.5 children

peg teacher.

As Table 71 shows, pupil/teacher ratio was not significantly related to gains

on the Stanford-Binet, but was related to performance,on two social-emotional

measures. Children in classes with fewerthan 7.5 children per teacher made sig-

nificantly larger gains (.01 level) on the Inventory of Factors AffectingTest

Performance, and in their number ofrinitia.tions of social interactions with peers.
of the same ethnic group. A,pOssilhe explanation is that, in these classes with
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lower pupil/teacher ratios; the teachers were able to work -more with.small

. groups of children, and to direct those children into activities that maximized

inter-personal relatiopships., Such small -group activities might have increased

the children's level of social initiative and enabled them to adapt more readily

to new social situations.

4. Teacher's Education

To study the relationship between children's performance and teachers' level of

education, two groups of children were defined: the High Teacher Education group -

includes children whose most highly educated teacher had-15 to 16 years of

education.(most had a college degree),.and the, Low Teacher Educition group con-

sists of children whose most highly educated teacher had less than 15 years of

education. The results are shown in Table 72.

On the Stanford-Binet and on three social-emotional measures, children in the

Low Teacher Education group made significantly larger, gains. This finding is

consistent with results reported earlier for the 1968-69 data (TM-4862/000.

One possible explanation,forthisfirding is that, in some way, the more highly

educated teachers had acquired teaching habits or speech-patterns that made it

difficult for them to communicate effectively with young. disadvantaged children.

This possibility is discussed at some-length in the repoit for 1968-69. There

are alternative explanations, however, related to the possibility that the

apparent effects of teacher education are actually artifacts of other differ-
,

ences in the teachers, in the composition of the classes, in the resources avail-

able to the teachers, etc. It is not feasible to test all of these alternative

eXaplanations, but in Chapter IX; an attempt is made to separate out two possible,

sources of variance that might have been confounded with theT.acher Education

variable; these are the children's initial I0 1evel, and their geographic area

of residence (South/Non-South).

5. Teacher's Experience with Disadvantaged Children

In the 1968-69 analyses, a negative relationship was found between the children's

performance and the teachers' length of paid`experience:with disadvantaged
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preschool children. In the'1967-68 analyses, two groups of children were

defined for the purpose of providinga similar comparison. One group consists

of children in classes whose average teacher had approximately"60 months or more

of experience; this figure inclUdes experience with Head Start children and with

other disadvantaged children. The second group includes children whose teachers

had, on the average,.under 60 months of experience.

Table 73 shows that, as in 1968-69, children with-less eMperienced toodws

made larger gains on several measures. In 1967-68, however, theie differences

were limited to the socialeirotional domain. Children with, less experienced

teachers made larger gains on the'Inventoryof Factors Affecting Test Performance

(.05 level), and in the number of initiations of social interactions 'with peers

of other ethnic.groups (.01 level); in addition, the parents of children in that

group had higher educational aspirations for them (.05,1evel).

As with the teacher education variable, it is possible that the apparent effects

of Teacher's Experience with Disadvantaged Children are artifacts of other,

-differences in the children-or the programs. In Chapter IX, the analyses of

variance for Teacher's Experienceare subset by Pretest IQ and by South/Non-

South Residence-to reduce possible confounding by these variables.

6. OSCI: Large-Muscle, Materials

The analyses for 1968-69.showed strong positive relationships between children's

performance on several measures, and amount.of large-muscle equipment seen in

the classrooms. In the 1967-68 data there was no directly comparable program

variable, but a somewhat similar variable was derived from the OSCI data. The

major difference is that in 1968-69, all equiplentToriented program variables

represented the amount and quality of equipment in the classrooms, whether or

not that equipment was in use; by contrast, .the 1967-68 equipment-oriented

variables designate theactual frequency of claisroom use of the different types

of material, as recorded on the OSCI Doris.

Table 74 shows the performance.of'two groups of chii4ren: One grew =mists
of children in classes where large -muscle,miterials (swings, balls, tc.) wets
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seen in use during at least 10t.of the observation iSeriods. The other group
includes children in classes where such materials were in use for lessebthan 10%

of the observation periods. The results do not confirm the findings reported-
for the 1968-69 data. In 1967 -68, use of large-muscle materials was negatively
associated (.01 level) with-performance on the Stanford-Binet; with the number

of,inijilations of social interactions with peers of the same ethnic group; and -

with the Head Start benefits td the children, as perceived by the parents.

Possibly the difference in findings on the Stanford-Binet for the two years,

stems from the fact that in 1968-69 the 'program variable'showed,availability of
the materiala, while in-1967-68 it showed actual use. In 1967-68,a class that
made extensive use of-play eqUipment such as balls and swings may have devoted
less time to cognitively oriented activities, and this may have hampered the

types of cognitive development measured by the Stanford-Binet.

7. OSCI: Small-Muscle Materials

This analysis examines the relationships between children's performance and level
of classroom use of small-muscle materials (e.g., puzzles and string-beads). two
groups were compared, one consisting of children in classes where small- muscle

materials were in use during at least 10% of the observation periods, and'the

other containing children in classes where such materials were usedin less than
10% of the observation periods. The results are presented in Table 75.

The. level of use of small-muscle materials'was not significantly related to

Stanford - Binet performance, but it was positively associated (.01. level) with

the frequency of the childr,n'S initiations of social interactions with peers
of other ethnic groups. H. er, it was negatively associated with the amount

of verbal social interactions of the children with peers and adults.

These two findings may seem contradictory, since the Small-Muscle Materials'

variable was related in opposite dire lions to two measures of the children's

social interactions. However, a closer nalimis suggests that'the findings are

not necessarily incompatible. One variabl (SLOP: Total Verbal Behavior) is

restricted to verbal behavior; it is possible that when the childreh were using
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puzzles, string-beads, and other such materials,.they had fewer occasions in

-which to converse with their teachers or with other children. The other depen-

dent variable (SIOP: Initiations by Subject to Peers of Other Ethnic Group)

could include nom-verbal as well as verbal interactions; the non-verbal inter-
.

actions may have beep: facilitated rather than impedeby the children's use of

the small - muscle materials. For example, children may have worked together on

puzzles, etc., in a manner that iade-it easier and more natural to interact with
.

,children of other ethnic groups.

8. OSCI:,, Language Materials

The split on this Variable divided children into two groups, one donsisting of

children in classes where language materials were.in use during at least 5% of

the classroom observation periods, and,the other containing children in classes

where language materials were less frequently used.

Table 76 shows 'that use of language materials was pOsitively related' (.01

level-of significance) to Stanford-Binet perforisance,.as well as to.the chil-

dren's overall level-of non-verbal social interactions (.05 level). The result

on the Stanford-Binet seems entirely logical, since that instrument has a large
.

verbal component. However, this finding appears on first consideration to con-

tradict some of the data reported for the 1968-69 study. In -that study, a pro-

gram variable related to the teachers' self-reported emphasis on language

activities was founds negatively related to Stanford-Binet performance. .One

possible explanation of the apparent disagreement,in findings is that the types

of language activities used in 1967-68 were more effective than those in 1968-69;

It seems more likely, however, that the program variables for the two\years were

in fact measuring different things. The 1967-68 data are based on independent

time-sampled obiervations of what actually occurred An the classroom. By con-

trast, the 1968-69 data'are based on the teachers' reports; these reports may

reflect what the teachers thought they were required to do, rather than what

they actually did. From this perspective, the 1967-68 data would seem to pro-

vide a truer picture of the relationships between language activities and chil-

dren's performance.
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9: OSCI: Dramatic Materials

= =

The High Dramatic Materials group consisted of children in cl asses that used

dramatic-play materials during at least 13% of the Observatimi periods; Low

Dramatic Materials children were those.in classes that used such materia ls

less frequently.

As Table 77 shows, the High Dramatic Materials group showed superior gains

(:01 level) on two social-emotional measures: frequency of verbal social inter-

actions with adults and peers; and degree of beneficial effects of Head Start on

the children,'as judged by their parents: Both findings seem logical. Most of

the children's activiti es included in this program variable had a large verbal

component, 4pd would. have giver the children practice in communicating with

others. Also,'as noted earlier, many of the Parent Interview items used to

define the "Perceived Effect of Head Start" variable were related to the chil-
.

drens' ability and willingness to cOnverse'wiih others, and to their self-
,

confidence. Theee,abilities might logically have been strengthenedby the
x

children's inVolvement in diamatic activities.

B. SbMMABY 6

The results of the analyses of variance offer substantial evidence that the Head,

Start children, overall, gained more with some program' approaches than with other

approaches. Several variables related to theclassroom activities, to'the'

teachers' backgrounds, and to class and teacher stability, were significantly

associated with the children's performance.
.

Cognitive gains, as measured by the Stanford-Binet,-were enhanced by (br at

tleast associated with) a low transiency rite among children in the classroom;

that is, adjusted posttest scores on the Stanford-Binet' were highest for chil-

dren who had essentially the same group of classmates throughout 'the evaluation

period. The Low Transiency group_also showed greater gain's. in 'number of
.

initiations of social interactions with their peers. On the other hand, chil-i

dren in classes with ajual transiency rate gained. more -on ihee.

:'1

ventory of

Factors Affecting Test Performance, and in-their benefits from ead Start as

.

" P
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r

perceived by their parents.. These latter findings may indicate that children in,

high-transiency classes became more accustomed to teeing new f , and hence

gained greater self- confidence and adaptiveness to people. and situations.
. .

Teacher continuity was significantly related to only one performance measure,

the Inventoryof Factors Affecting Test Performance; in-classes whose head

teacher did not change during the evaluation period,-the children made sig-

nificantly greater gains in adaptiveness to the Stanford-Binet test conditions.

It is pOssiblethat the changes in head teacher were perceived by children in0

the Low Teacher Continuity group as unsettling and anxiety-producing, and that

this anxiety 'adversely affected their responses toithe Stanford-Binet examiner
and to the instrument itself.

As in the 1968-69 analyses, teachers with more education, and teachers with,

greater length of experience with disadvantaged children, showed s --ller gains

on several performance measures. Teacher's Education was negatively related
to gains on,the Stanford-iinet, the Inventory of Fadtors Affecting Test Per-
for ce, the frequency of verbal social interactions with adults and peers,
and ze frequency of initiations of social interactions with peers of the same
.ethnic grOup. Teacher's Experience was negatively related to gains On the

Inventoiy of Factors, Affecting Test Performance, with the frequency of initia-
tions of social interactions with peers of other ethnic groUps, and with the

.

parents' educational aspirations for their' children. Although these findings

'suggest that the more highly educated experienced teachers had acquired

teaching habits that interfered with their effectiveness, it is also poiSible

that other differences in 'children, teachers, and classes were confounded with

the Teacher's Education and Teacher's Experience variables. This second

explanation is further explored in Chapter IX.

The amount of classroom use of large-muscle materials (e.g., swings, balls) was

negatively associated with performance on the Stanford-Binet; with the number

of initiations of social interactions with peers of the.same ethnic group; and

with the Head Start benefits to the children, as perceived by their parents.o

It is conjectured that extensive use of large-muscle play equipment may have

. .
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reduced the amount Of time devoted to cognitively oriented activities, thereby
hampering coq ve development of the types measured by the Stanford-Binet.

Children in classes making more frequent use of smpll-muscle materials (e.g.,
puzzles, string-beads) initiated more social interactions with peers of other
ethnic groups, but exhibited fewer verbal social interactions with adults and
peers. One interpretation-that may help to reconcile these findings is that an
extensive use of the materiels inhibited vez!bal expression, but may have facil-
itated non-verbal interactions among differeht ethnic groups; such cross-ethnic
4nteractions were quite rare at the start of the evalUation period, and even a
small increase would be significant.

The frequency of use of. ppppets or other'dramatic-play materials was positively
associated with performance on two social - emotional` measures: frequency of.
verbally oriented social -interactionewith adults and peers; and degree of bene-
ficial effects of Head Start oh-the children as judged by their parents. A
possible explanation for both findings is that,-ih7classes where there was fre-
queht use of dramatic materials, the children became more accustomed to speaking
up in group situations, andthereby gained greater self- confidence and ability
-to Communitte with others. .

C
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CHAPTER IX

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN 'PROGRAM APPROACHES

AND PERFORMANCE FOR,DIFFERENT SUBGROUPS OF CHILDREN

The analyses reported in Chapter VII showed that certain subsetting variables
(i.e., initial IQ and urban/non-urban residence) were related to differences in
performance gains. Chapter VIII showed that some differences in gains were
associated with differences in program approaches., The gUestionnext to be con-
sidered is: Did the program variables have different reiationshipi,with the
performance measures for different sUbgroups of children? In other words, were
particular program approaches consistently associated with higher performance
for all subgroups, or dtd such associations hOld

only for'certain subgroups?
Were some program approaches

positively associated'with performance gaini for
on subgroup, and negatively associated for another subgroup?

The major method selected for studying the relationships between program vari-
ables, child subgrouping variables, and perfermance, was to perform one -way
analyses of variance for-different sUbseta'of children; this.mathod provided
independent measures of the association between program variables and perfor-.
mance for children of different age levels,-different_pretest IQ's, etc.

. .

The following section of this chapter discusses the, variables\used to define
different subsets of the children; specifies the cutting points on each of the
subsetting variables; and indicates reasons for the selection of the variables.
Following this discussion, the results of the new analyses of variance are pre-.

sented for the different subgroups, and the findings are then summarized.

A. sUBSETTING VARIABLES

Three variables, child's age, initial IQ, and urban/non-urban residence, were -
used to define subsets of_Head Sttrt children, so that separate

%
analyses of

variance.could be performed to determine the differential associations between
program\variables and performance measures for different groups. In addition,
for two of -the program variables, Teacher's Education and Teacher's Experience
with Disadvantaged Children, separate analyses of variance were perfoiMed for
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Southern and non-Southern children; this was done to eliminate any possible
confounding of the two teacher variables with Southern vs.. non-Southern regional
differences.

1. Child's Initial IQ

Information about'dhildren's initial intelligence can be readily obtained in the
Head Start centers, and bould'be.used as a practical basis foselecting differ-
ent programs for children of different initial IQ levels if the evidence supports
the value of such avolicy. Decisions could be nada at the center level, at the
class level, or conceivably even for groups within amen. Furthermore. IQ
level was found (Chapter. VII) to.bo highlyzelabed to overall performance gains.
For subsetting purpose2, initial (pretest) IQ was divided into three groups:
one group with IQ's under 85;,a second giouO with IQ's between 85 and 95; and.a
third group with 1Q's of over 95.

2. Child's Age

Information about age is4eadily available to the Head Start centers, and this
variable seems an eminently practical one to use for Makingdecisiont about
different program treatments. Even though age, was not strongly related to over-
all gain, as shoWn in *ChapterVII,it was felt-that it might interact with pro-
gram approach, e.g., that an effective approach for older children might be much
less successful with younger children. Several such interactions were found in
the analyses of the 1968- 69'data.

The age (expressed in months) was the child's age at the posttest administration
of the Stanford- Binet. Children were,divided into two age groups: children
under five ,years (60 months); and children five yiars old or more.

3. Urban vs. Non-Urban Residence

This variable was used in the,1968-59 analyses, and,showed several interesting
interactions with the associations between program variables and performance
measures. In additi..-n, it could provide a fairly simple basis for Center-level

decisions about the most effective program approaches for different sites.
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The variable is derived from the Master Data Card. For subletting purposes
there are two groups: Urban (children in'citiep of 50,000 population ok. larger),
and Non-Urban (children in smaller town, suburbs, or rural areas).

4. South vs.Non-South Residence

'As noted earlier, this variable was used as a subsetter in the analyses of two
teacher variables, 'to avoid possible confounding of those teacher variables with
regional effects. The South is defined as including thenEouth Atlantic, Eait

South Central, and West South Central portions of the country. All other states
are included in the non-South subset.

B. RESULTS OF ANALYSES FOR DIFFERENT SUBGROUPS.

'Before describing the detailed findings on the analyses of variance for different
subgroups, it seems worthwhile to repeat,a discussion- presented in the 1968 -69

repore(TM-4862/000), concerning the interpretation of the results. The analyses
were designed with the point of view that the study was to a large extent explor-
atory, or hypothesis-generating, rather than totally definitive. Such a view-
point seemed consistent with the fact that there were many uncontrolled sources
of variance whose actuifeffects were largely unknown; that there were no no-

treatment control groups; and that on some variables there were fairly extensive
missing data (as shown in Chapters III through V by the variations in sample

sizes for different variables).' For these reasons, greater emphasis was placed
in the analyses on obtaining useful clues about program features that might be'

manipulated in the future with some reasonable probability that they will' have
desirable impact on effectiveness, than with applying the most stringent tests
of significance. In other words, procedures were deliberately selected that

were likely to produce a certain number of false leads, rather than to overlook
promising ones. One of these intentional choices, discussed above, was the use
of data from a single subset of children rather than -from the entire evaluation
sample to adjust the posttest performance scores. This choice most likely has

the effect of increasing the number of ANOVA's on which the calculated F-ratios
will reach any selected probability level.
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The second factor contributing to the likelihood of producing false positives
' is the absence of any mathematical correction for the fact that large numbers

of analyses were performed, involving large numbers of comparisons*among treat-

ment conditions. Statistical tests were applied of the sort conventionally

used where hypothses have been identified in advance of selecting samples or

collecting data, and where only a small,number of comparisons are made (i.e.,

in traditional control-group comparison experiments). These conditions do not

hold in the present quas'i-experimental study, where the large number of com-

parisons means that a certain number of those comparisons will reach a given

level of probability.by chance alone.

Rather than attempt to correct for these sources of false positives by.any mathe-

matical formulas, the choice_was made simply to present the uncorrected findings

but to distingitish sources of variance (i.e., program effects) that reach two

different levels of probability: the .05 level and the .01 level. Use of the

more stringent .01-level criterion for rejection of the null hypothesis will

eliminate many of the relationships that may have been spurious artifacts of

uncontrolled variables, pure chance relationships among_the many comparisons,
etc. On the other hand, data are also presented on findings at the .05 'level,

since there may be clues here about program effects that should be further stu-

died in future Head Start programs. In the following verbal summaries of the

results of the ANOVA's, relationships at both the .05 level and .01 level are

discussed, but greater emphasis is placed on.those reaching the .01 level.

Tables 77 through106 present the results of the analyses of variance °for the

different subgroups of children. In each table, the subsetting variable (e.g.,

Child's Age) is identified across the top of the table, with the two (or three)

Values of that variable designated immediately below. The left-hand column of

the table lists the dependent variables included in the analyses; these are

identical in every case to the variables studied in the analyses of variance for

the total (non-subset) samples. Because of the large quantities of data
.

involved, the tables are simplified by including the actual cell values only for

those analyses that yielded significant F-ratios. Cell entries in the first

column following'the list of dependent variables are the mean adjusted posttest

t.



scores for the lowest level of the program variable; then follow the mean scores
for the remaining leYeis of the program variable. In the next column, the total

degrees of freedom are indicated, followed by the F-ratios. A double asterisk

after an F value means that the relationship between program variable and

dependent variable was significant at the .01 level; a single asterisk iadicates
an .05 level of significance.

1. Class Transiency

a. Variation with. Child's Pretest IQ (Table 78)

1311

The largest number of significant relations between class transiency and

Children's performance were in the Mid IQ'gr p (i.e.', children with pretest IQ
from 85 to 95); however, for this group, Stanford-Binet gain was not one of the

significantly related performance measures. For both the Low IQ, group (below 85)

and the High, IQ group (above 95), significantly larger IQ gains were made, by

Children in classes with low transiency rates, i.e., in Classes where relatively

few children transferred in or out during the evaluation period. By contrast,

ability to adapt to the Stanford-Binet test, conditions was ldwer for children in

the low-transiency classes.

All significant relationships shown by the subsets are in the same direction as

those already discussed for the total sample of children (Chapter VIII). One

additional finding of interest, however, is that, for the Mik!Q group only,
class transiency was significantly related to the frequency of the children's

verbal interactions with peers and adults; there was a greater gain in this

dimension for children in low - transiency classes. This relationship did not

reach significance for the total sample of children.

b. Var:Ations with Child's Age (Table 79)

Virtually all of the significant associations found for thectotal sample were

also found for either or both of the age-related subgroups; in no case was there

a reversal in the direction of those associations from that for the total sample.

In general, age does not appear to have had a strong influence on relationships

between class transiency and children's performance.
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c. Variations with Urban/Non-Urban Residence (Table 80)

This tubsetting variable is of particular interest because the Urban and Non-1
Urban children showed no overlap in their significant

relationships between class
transiency and performance. The relationships between class transiency and per-
forMance on the Stanford-Binet, the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Perfor-

mance, and Initiations by Subject to Peers of Other Ethnic Group, were exclusive
to the Urban subgroup; conversely, only among Non-Urban children was transiency

significantly related to Total Verbal Behavior, Perceived Effect of Head Start
on Child, and Educational Aspirations' for Child. All of these relationships

were in the directions previously discussed for the total sample (Chapter VIII).

2. Teacher Continuity

a. variations with Child's Pretest IQ (Table 81)

Only on- significant relationship was found between Teacher Continuity and per-
formance\for the whole sample (see Chapter VIII); this was with the Inventory of
Factors Affecting Test Performance. Table 81 shows that this relationship was
primarily in the Low IQ group; for this group, children in classes with greater
teacher continuity made significantly larger gains inadaptiveness to the
Stanford-Binet test conditions.

b. Variationi with Child's Age (Table 82)

As in the total samplei\there was a significant positive relationship within the
Young subgroup between Teacher Continuity and the children's ability to adapt to
the Stanford-Binet test conditions. Interestingly, the Young children also
showed a significant positive

relationshipbetween Teacher Continuity and
Stanford-Binet IQ gains; this effect did not reach significance for the total
sample. The Old subgroup showed no significantrelationships.

c. Variations with Urban/Non-Urban Residence (Table 83)

The significant positi6 relationship\between
Teacher Continuity and the

Children's ability to adapt to the Stanford-Binet test conditions appeared only
in the Urban subgroup.
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;
3. Pupil/Teacher Ratio

a. Variations with Child's Pretest IQ (Table 84)

NO significant relationships between Pupil/Teacher. Ratio and children's per-

formance were round in the Mid,IQ group. In the Low IQ group and the High IQ

group, Pupil/Teacher Ratio was significantly related to the children's 'adaptive-
nese' to tlie StanfordcBinet test. conditions; for both groups, children in classes

with smallet Pupil/Teacher Ratios made larger gains on the Inventory of Factors

Affecting Test Performance. For the Low IQ group, Pupil/Teacher Ratio was sig-.

nificantly related to Total Verb-al Behavior, and for the High IQ group, it was

related to Initiations by Subject to Peers of Same Ethnic Group. The former'

relationship did not appear in the pooled data for the total sample (see
9

'----.4._Chapter VIII).

b. Variations with Chkld's Age (Table'85)

The significant relationships between,Pupil/Teadher Ratio and children's per-
-

formance were found exclusively in the Young subgroup; for this group, children
_r

in classes with smaller Pupil/Teacher Ratios made superior gains on the Inven-

tory of FactOrs Affecting Test r3erforMance, and in Initiations by Subject to

Peers of Same Ethnic_Group.

c. Variations with Urban/Non-Urban Residence (Table 86)

The significant relationships of the Pupil/Teacher Ratio with the children's

performance on the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test PerforMince, and on
:0Initiations by Subject to Peers of Same Ethnic Group, were exclus.ively in the

Urban subgroup. These relationships were in the direction described for the

total sample.

4. Teacher's Education

a. Variations withChild's Pretest IQ (Table 87)

Two relationships between Teacher's Education and Children's performance that

were found significant for the total sample, failed.to reach significance for

any of the pretest IQ subgroups; these relationships involved the Stanford -Binet,
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and Initiations by Subject to Peers of same Ethnic Group. However, the negative
relationship between Teacher's Education, and Total Verbal Behavior was still

present in the Mid IQ group; for the Low IQ group, Teacher's Education was
negatively related to the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance. Fur-
thermore, a new relationship appeared in the data for the Low IQ group; this was
a negative association between Teacher's Education and Total Non-Verbal Behavior.

b. Variations with Child's Age (Table 88)

Most of the significant negative relationships between Teacher's Education and

children's performance were found in the Old subgroUp. These relationships

tended to be weaker than those for the total sample (i.e., none reached the .01

level); this weakening may, in part, reflect the smaller sample sizes created by
the subsetting process.

c. Variations with Urban/Non-Urban Residence (Table 89)

Although there were differences in the specific measures involved, both the

Urban and Non-Urban subgroups tended to show negative relationships between

Teacher's Education and children's performance. One exception, in the case of

the-Urban subgroup, is the positive relationship of Teacher's Education with the

children's total Non-Verbal Behavior.

d. Variations with South/Non-South Residence (Table 90)

Subsetting by South/Non-South Residence eliminated the-significant negative.

relationship between Teacher's Education and children's Stanford-Bine-t-gains.

This suggests that the relationships found between those two variables for the

total sample might have been an artifact of confounding with regional differ-
ences. Alternatively, the same weakening effect might have been created by the

reduction in sample size with subsetting. In any event, the subsetting did not

eliminate the negative relationships of Teacher's Education with several social-
emotional measures.
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5. Teacher's Experience with Disadvantaged Children'

a. Variations with Child's Pretest IQ (Table 91)

In,the analysis for the total sample (see Chapter VIII), Teacher's EXPerience

was found negatively :elated at the .01 level to one performance measure, and

negatively related at the .05 level to two other variable's. When the, data were

subset by Pretest IQ, only the .01 level relationship remained; for the Low IQ

group and the Mid IQ group, Teacher's Experience was negatively related,(.01

level) to Initiations by Subject to Peers of Other Ethnic Group.

b. Variations with Child's Age (Table 92)

The strongest relationships between Teacher's Experience and performance were

found in the Young subgroup. For this group, Teacher's Experience was nega-

tively related to the children's ga'ins on the Inventory of'Factors Affecting

Test Performance, and to their Initpations by Subject to Peers of Other Ethnic

Group.

c. Variationswith Urban/Non-Urban Residence (Table 93)

Urban children showed a significant negative relationship between Teacher's

Experience and performance on the Inventory of, Factors Affecting Test Perfor-

mance; for this same group, Teacher's Experience was negatively related:to the

parents' educational, aspirations for their children. The Non-Urban group showed

a negative relationship between Teacher's Experience and Children's Initiations

by Subject to Peers of Other Ethnic Group.

d. Variations with South/Non-South Residence (Table 94)

Subsetting by South/Non-South Residences weakened the relationships found in the

total sample. For Southern children, Teacher's Experience was negatively

associated with only one performance measure, the Imientory of Factors Affecting

Test Performance. For the Non-Southern subgroup, the negative relationship

involved only the children's Initiations by Subject to Peers of Other Ethnic

Group.
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.6. OSCI: Large-Muscle Materials

.a. yariations with Child's Pretest IQ (Table,95)

A negative relationship between .the level of class use \f lar e-muscle materials,

and. Stanford-Binet performance, was found in the Low and Hig IQ subgroups, but
not in the Mid IQ subgroup. All three groups' showed a,hegat ve relationship
between large-muscle materials andithe Parents' Perceivea.E fect of Head Start
on Child. The program variable's qgative association with Initiations by Sub-
ject to Peers of Same Ethnic Grou' appeared only in the M d IQ subgroup.

b. Variations with Child's Age able 96)

The negative relationship betwee large-muscle material and children's perfor-
mance on the Stanford-Binet

was found exclusively in th Old subgroup, while
both groups showed a negative relationship between lar.e -muscle materials and
the parents' Perceived Effect ¢f Head Start on Child.

c. Variations. with Urban/Non- rban Pesidehce (Table 7)

Both Urban and Non-Urban children showed the negat;iv relationship between large-.

muscle materials and Stanford- inet scores. Several other "effects" of the pro-
gram variablE were divided bet een the Urban and No -Urban subgroups.

7. 0S-a: Small-Muscle Materia

'a. Variations with P.etest IQ ( able 98)
1 +,

In general, .the' three IQ.stbgroups show the seine
le

lationships found in the total
sample between level of use of small - muscle materials, and childien's perfor -

1

mance; the combination of performance measures inyolved-in those relationships
\ /is different fc... each subgroup, howeNcer. Also, the Mid IQ and High IQ subgroups
\

Ishowa relationship not found in the total samplr for these groups; the level of. .

use of small-muscle material's was positively associated with the children's..

level of TCCal Non-Verbal Behavior.

O

isl



T
a
b
l
e
 
9
5

A
N
A
L
Y
S
I
S
 
O
F
 
V
A
R
I
A
N
C
E
 
O
N
 
O
S
C
I
:

L
A
R
G
E
-
M
U
S
C
L
E
 
M
A
T
E
R
I
A
L
S

S
U
B
S
E
T
 
B
Y
 
P
R
E
T
E
S
T
 
I
Q

D
E
P
E
N
D
E
N
T
 
V
A
R
I
A
B
L
E

L
O
W
 
I
Q

M
I
D
 
/
Q

0 M
G
M
 
I
Q

M
1

M
2

D
.
F
.

F
M
1

M
2

D
.
F
.

F
M -

1
.

M
2

D
.
F
.

F
S
t
a
n
f
o
r
d
-
B
i
n
e
t

F
a
c
t
o
r
s
 
A
f
f
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
T
e
s
t

P
e
r
f
o
r
.
l
a
n
c
e

S
I
O
P
:

I
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
b
y
 
S
u
b
j
e
c
t

t
o

P
e
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
S
a
m
e
 
R
t
h
n
i
c
 
G
r
o
u
p

P
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d
 
E
f
f
e
c
t
 
o
f
 
H
e
a
d

S
t
a
r
t

o
n
 
C
h
i
l
d

9
8
.
0
1

3
.
8
9

9
4
.
7
7

3
.
5
2

3
7
3

3
4
2

1
1
.
2
6
*
*

4
.
2
5
*

.

.

1
3
.
7
9

4
.
1
3

.

. 1
2
.
2
3

3
.
5
8

3
8
7
 
'
4
.
1
0
*

4
0
9

.

9
.
3
7
*
*

9
7
.
5
8

4
.
0
6

9
6
.
0
9

3
.
6
8

5
9
2

5
1
5

3
.
8
9
*

6
.
0
3
*

M
1
=
 
M
e
a
n
 
f
o
r
 
l
o
w
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
o
f
 
l
a
r
g
e
-
m
u
s
c
l
e

m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

M
2
=
'
M
e
a
n
 
f
o
r
 
h
i
g
h
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
o
f

l
a
r
g
e
-
m
u
s
c
l
e
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

a

*
*
 
F
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
t
 
.
0
1

l
e
v
e
l

*
 
F
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
t
 
.
0
5
 
l
e
v
e
l

0

4



T
a
b
l
e
 
9
6

A
N
A
L
Y
S
I
S
 
O
F
 
V
A
R
I
A
N
C
E
 
O
N
 
O
S
C
I
:

L
A
R
G
E
-
M
U
S
C
L
E
 
M
A
T
E
R
I
A
L
S

S
U
B
S
E
T
 
B
Y
 
C
H
I
L
D
'
S
 
A
G
E

D
E
P
E
N
D
E
N
T
 
V
A
R
I
A
B
L
E

Y
O
U
N
G

O
L
D

S
t
a
n
f
o
r
d
-
B
i
n
e
t

F
a
c
t
o
,
'

A
f
f
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
T
e
s
t
 
P
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
,

S
L
O
P
:

I
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
b
y
 
S
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
t
o

1
4
.
7
8

P
e
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
S
a
m
e
 
E
t
h
n
i
c
 
G
r
o
u
p

P
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d
 
E
f
f
e
c
t
 
o
f
 
H
e
a
d
 
S
t
a
r
t

4
.
1
5

o
n
 
C
h
i
l
d

M
2
i
 
D
.
F
.

1
2
.
2
2
 
1
 
6
3
0

3
.
7
4

6
6
5

M
1

M
2

D
.
F
.

9
7
.
0
9
 
I
 
9
3
.
7
4

6
5
9

1
6
.
0
7
*
*

8
.
9
6
*
*

3
.
9
1

3
.
4
2

2
1
.
5
9
*
*

5
9
6
 
.
1
1
.
5
7
*
*

M
i

M
e
a
n
 
f
O
r
 
l
o
w
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
o
f
 
l
a
r
g
e
-
m
u
s
c
l
e
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

M
2
-
 
M
e
a
n
 
f
o
r
 
h
i
g
h
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
o
f
 
l
a
r
g
e
-
m
u
s
c
l
e
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

*
*
 
F
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
t
 
.
0
1
 
l
e
i
r
e
l

O



T
a
b
l
e

9
7

A
N
A
L
Y
S
I
S
 
O
F
 
V
A
R
I
A
N
C
E
 
O
N
 
O
S
C
I
:

L
A
R
G
E
-
M
U
S
C
L
E
 
M
A
T
E
R
I
A
L
S

S
U
B
S
E
T
 
B
Y
 
U
R
B
A
N
/
N
O
N
-
U
R
B
A
N
 
R
E
S
I
D
E
N
C
E

D
E
P
E
N
D
E
N
T
 
V
A
R
I
A
B
L
E

U
R
B
A
N

N
O
N
-
U
R
B
A
N

M
1

M
2

D
.
F
.

i

F
I

M
1

M
2

D
.
F
.

F

S
t
a
n
f
o
r
d
-
B
i
n
e
t

F
a
c
t
o
r
s
 
A
f
f
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
T
e
s
t
 
P
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e

_
,
-
-

S
I
O
P
:

I
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
b
y
 
S
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
t
o

P
e
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
S
a
m
e
 
E
t
h
n
i
c
 
G
r
o
u
p

P
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d
 
E
f
f
e
c
t
 
o
f
 
H
e
a
d
 
S
t
a
r
t

o
n
 
C
h
i
l
d

9
7
.
6
3

1
3
.
7
9

9
5
.
8
4

1
1
.
3
8

6
3
4

5
0
9

.

6
.
2
3
*

1
2
.
6
3
*
*

9
7
.
7
3

6
1
.
8
9

3
.
9
6

9
5
.
8
1

6
0
.
4
1

3
.
1
8

8
0
8

8
0
2

8
0
3

8
.
5
2
*
*

5
.
8
6
*

4
7
.
5
2
*
*

M
1
=
 
M
e
a
n
 
f
o
r
 
l
o
w
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
o
f
 
l
a
r
g
e
-
m
u
s
c
l
e
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

M
,
 
=
 
M
e
a
n
 
f
o
r
 
h
i
g
h
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
o
f
 
l
a
r
g
e
-
m
u
s
c
l
e
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

*
*
 
F
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
t
 
.
.
0
1
 
l
e
v
e
l

*
 
F
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
t
 
.
0
5
 
l
e
v
e
l

4
t
,



U
i U
i

T
a
b
l
e
 
9
8

A
N
A
L
Y
S
I
S
 
O
F
 
V
A
R
I
A
N
C
E
 
O
N
 
O
S
C
I
:

S
M
A
L
L
-
M
U
S
C
L
E
 
M
A
T
E
R
I
A
L
S

S
U
B
S
E
T
 
B
Y
 
P
R
E
T
E
S
T
 
I
Q

.
D
E
P
E
N
D
E
N
T
 
V
A
R
I
A
B
L
E

.

L
O
W
 
I
Q

<

M
I
D
 
I
Q

M
G
R
 
I
Q

M
1

M
2

-

D
.
F
.

F
M
1

?
4
2

D
.
F
.

F
I

M
1

M
2

D
.
F
.

F

S
t
a
n
f
o
r
d
-
B
i
n
e
t

1

F
a
c
t
o
r
s
 
A
f
f
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
T
e
s
t
 
P
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e

1

S
I
O
P
:

T
o
t
a
l
 
V
e
r
b
a
l
 
B
e
h
a
v
i
o
r

S
I
O
P
:
,
 
T
o
t
a
l
 
N
o
n
-
V
e
r
b
a
l
 
B
e
h
a
v
i
o
r

t

S
I
O
P
:
'
 
I
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
b
y
 
S
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
t
o

P
e
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
O
t
h
e
r
 
E
t
h
n
i
c
 
G
r
o
u
p

P
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d
 
E
f
f
e
c
t
 
o
f
 
H
e
a
d
 
S
t
a
r
t

o
n
 
C
h
i
l
d

4
4
.
9
2

3
7
.
9
1

3
6
1

1
1
.
1
5
*
*

1
1
.
3
7

3
.
6
7

1
4
.
4
9

5
.
1
4

.

4
4
7

3
5
2

8
.
0
8
*
*

7
.
6
3
*
*

5
1
.
7
1

1
1
.
3
3

4
2
.
5
0

1
3
.
4
0

5
7
1

5
6
3

2
2
.
9
3
*
*

4
.
8
5
*

M
1
=
 
M
e
a
n
 
f
o
r
 
l
o
w
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
o
f
 
s
m
a
l
l
-
m
u
s
c
l
e
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

M
2

=
 
M
e
a
n
 
f
o
r
 
h
i
g
h
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
o
f
 
s
m
a
l
l
-
m
u
s
c
l
e

m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
.
;

*
*
 
F
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
t
 
.
0
1
 
l
e
v
e
l

*
 
F
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
u
t
o
a
t
 
.
0
5
 
l
e
v
e
l



b. Variations with Child's Age (Table 99)

Both the Young and Old subgroups showed the same associations found in the total

sample; that is, frequency of use of small-muscle materials was positively

related to the children's Initiations by Subject to Peers of Other Ethnic Group,

and negatively related to their Total Verbal Behavior. In addition, two other

relationships were found that had not appeared in the analysis for the total

sample. For the young subgroup, the level of use of small-muscle materials was

positively related to the children's Total Non-Verbal Behavior; for the Old sub-

group, it was negatively related to the Head Start program's beneficial effect

on the children as perceived by their parents.

c. Variations with Urban/Non-Urban Residence (Table 100)

Both Urban and Non-Urban children showed several significant relationships

between the level of use of small-muscle materials and children's performance

in the social-emotional domain. These are generally in the same direction found

for the total sample. The relationships for the two subgroups involve somewhat'

different performance measures, however, and there were three new relationships

that were not evident in the analysis for the total sample. For Urban children,

the level of use of small-muscle materials was positively related to performance

on the Inventory of Factors Affecting lest Performance, and on Total Non-Verbal

Behavior; for Non-Urban children, it was negatively related to the parents' Per-

ceived Effect of Head Start on Child.

8. OSCI: Language Materials

a. Variations with Child's Pretest T9 (Table 101)

The positive relationship found in the total sample between level of use of lan-

guage materials, and gains on the Stanford-Binet, appears o*ly in the Mid IQ

subgroup. That subgroup also showed a positive relationship between theLanguage

Materials variable and performance on the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Per-

formance. Norte of the groups showed an association between Language Materials

and Total Non-Verbal Behavior, as was found for the total sample.

ti
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b. Variations with Child's Age (Table 102)
.

The Young subgroup showed several significant relationships between the Language

Materials variable and the children's performance on cognitive and social-

emotional measures. No significant associations were found for the Old subgroup.

c. Variations with Urban/Non-Urban Residence (Table 103)

Only the Non-Urban subgroup showed a.significant relationship between Language

Materials and cognitive (Stanford-Binet) performance, whereas the program

variable's relationships with social-emotional performance measures was limited

to the Urban subgroup.

9. OSCI: Dramatic Materials

a. Variations with Child's, Pretest IQ (Table 104)

All three IQ subgroups showed a positive relationship between the level of use

of dramatic materials, and the children's amount of Total Verbal Behavior. The

program variable's positive association with the parents' Perceived Effect of

Head Start on Child was found only in the High'IQ subgroup.

b. Variations with Child's Age (Table 105)

In the Young subgroup, the Dramatic Materials variable was positively related

to both Total Verbal Behavior, and Perceived Effect of Head Start on Child. In

the Old subgroup, only the relationship with Total Verbal Behavior was found.

c. Variations with Urban /Non -Urban Residence (Table 106)

Urban children showed a positive relationship between the level of classroom use

of dramatic materi,M, and the children's Total Verbal Behavior. In the Non-

Urban subgroup, the ramtic Materials variable was positively related to the

parents' Perceived Effect of Head Start on Child.

C. SUMMARY

The data reported in this chapter show, as in the earl:,er report on the 1968-69

data, that there were interaction effects between program variables and
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''

child-description variables. That is, a program approach that was associated
with superior performance for one group of children was not necessarily superior
for another group.

In a few cases, subsetting of the data had, the effect of washing out certain sig-
nificant relationships that had been found in the analyses of the total sample.
For example, the total- sample analysis showed a significant negative association
(.05 level) between Teacher's Education and children's Stanford-Binet gains.
However, when the data were-subset.by Southern vs. Non-Southern residence,
neither subgroup showed that relationship with Stanford-Binet performance. Such
a result may indicate that, in the total-sample analysis, the subsetting variable

items(e.g., South/Non-South Residence) was confounded with the program variable (e.g.,
Teacher's Education). This could have produced a spurious relationship which
vnuld have been eliminated when the data were subset. It should be noted, how-
ever, that subsetting also had the effect of reducing sample sizes; this, in
,i.tself, could have brought marginally significant relationships to a point that
failed to reach the .05 level of significance.

In several other 'nstances, subsetting of the data 'revealed significant relation-
ships that were ok, cured in the total-sample analyses. For example, in the
total - sample analysis for Small-Muscle Materials, no sigt icantrelationship
was found with the children's-performance

on the Inventory of Factors Affecting
Test Performance (FATP). Such a relationship did appear, however, for the Urban
'subgroup; for that group, level of class use of small-muscle materials was posi-
tively associated with gains on the FATP.

There were numerous situations in which a significant relationship was found
between a program variable and a performance measure for a particular subgroup,
but not for other subgroups defined by that same subsetting variable. For exam-
ple, in the Young subgroup, a higher Pupil/Teacher Ratio, was associated with
sig ificantly poorer gains on the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance,
and on the children's Initiations by Subject to Peers of Same Ethnic Group. A
possible interpretation is that the types of small group interactions made
possible by a low Pupil /Teacher Ratio were important for certain dimensions of
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social-emotional development in the yonger children, whereas the older children
had already developed more stable social-emotional

patterns that were less influ-
enced by the classroom environment. However, caution must be taken in intemnA-
ing this finding (as well as other findings discussed in this summary), since
only an association of variables, not a cause-and-effect relationship, has been
demonstrated. It is conceivable, for example, that classes with low Pupil/.
Teacher Ratios also had other characteristics (e.g., better materials, a more
structured program) that facilitated the children's development, and that the
Pupil /Teacher Ratio itself had no direct influence on children's performance.

An example of an actual reversal in direction of a program variable's relation-
ship with performance can be seen in the analysis for Teacher's Education (Table
89). For Urban children, a higher level of Teacher's Education was associated
with higher gains (.Q5 level) in Total Non-Verbal Behavior; for Non-Urban chil-
dren, by contrast, the two variables were negatively related (.01 level).

Up to this point, the results of the analyses have been organized primarily by
program variable, and secondarily by subsetting variable. It may be equally
meaningful to ask, for a particular type of child, what approach should be a

emphasized for,that child. In the following paragraphs, differerit subgroups of
children (as defined by three subsetting variables: pretest IQ, age, and urban/
non-urban residence) are listed, and for each subgroup there is a brief summary
description of the specific program features that were associated with the best
Performance on different meaguxes for that subgroup. For convenience, these
descriptions refer to "benefits" of particular program apprclaches, but as noted
previously, causality can only be inferred from the statistical associations.

1. Pretest IQ--Low (Below 85)

These children generally benefited from greater class use of dramatic materials;
less extensive use of large-muscle-and small-muscle

materials; greater class and
teacher continuity; and teachers with lOwer levels of educat4on.

167



2. Pretest IQ--Mid (85-95)

Beneficial program characteristics for this group included greater use of

language materials, dramatic materials, and small-muscle materials; less use of

large-muscle materials; and teachers with lower levels of education.

3. Pretest IQ--High (Over 95)

Program features found beneficial included greater use of dramatic materials;
less use of large-muscle materials4 and a low pupil/teacherratiO.

4. Age--Young (Under 60 months)
r \

-0

Children in this group benefited from higher continuity of teachers; teachers
with loweF levels of experience; a low pupil/teacher ratio; greater use of

dramatic materials; and less use of large-muscle materials.

5. Age--Old (60 months'or over)

This group was helped by lower class use of.large-muscle materials; greater,use
of dramatic materials; and teachers with lower levels of edupation.

6. Urban Children

Conditions beneficial to this group were avow pupil/teacher ratio; greater use

of dramatic materials and less-use of large-muscle materials; and higher con -
tinuity of teachers."

7. Non-Urban Children

Beneficial program characteristics for this group included less use of large-

muscle materials; teachers with lower educatibn levels; ancl greater use of
language and dramatic materials.

a
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CHAPTER X

SUMMARY OF 1967-78 FINDINGS

The main research question which this study was designed to help answer is:
For a variety of different Head Start goals (cognitive growth, social-.
emotional development, and 1657e-rifaltitudes), what program characteristics
or _approaches were associated with the _greatest gains for different kinds of
children? This general iqsue can be restated as a series of more specific
questions, as folloWs:

What were the sample children and their parents like at the time'
the children entered Head Start in 1967? Were they a fairly
homogeneous group, or did they vary substantially on important
,personal, cognitive,

social-emotional, and socio-economic di-
mensions?

What were the Head Start programs like?. Did they differ widely
on various dimensions of resources and approaches, or were they
interchangeable, for all practical purposes?

What changes occurred in the sample children and their parents
over the evaluation period?

Were there differences in magnitude or direction of changes for
different kinds of children?

Were certain kinds of prograns associated with greater child
and parent gains than other kinds of programs?

Did certain kinds of children make greater gains in certain
kinds of programs?

Later sections of this chapter summa4ze and interpret the findings on eachof the above questions. Before reviewing the results of_ihe study, however,
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it is important to,summarize briefly the sources of data on which the analyses
were based. A few of the measures, such as the Stanford-Binet test of general
intelligence, were standamized instruments for which general population norms
have been developed. Most of the instruments, however, were developed for use
with disadvantaged children, and several were created specifically for Head
Start (e.g., the Social Interaction

Observation Procedure); for these instru-

ments, since there are, no general-population norms, the primary interest "is in

how scores changed during the evaluation period, and in now they differed among

groups of children, rather than in their absolute magnitude.

A. DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS

The data collection instruments used in 1967-68 can be classified under three%

major headings:'

Instruments. designed to record data on the background and

performance of the Head Start children.

Instruments pertaining to the children's parents and families.

Instruments pertaining to the Head Start centers and classes.

1. Instruments Pertaining to Children

The only instrument used in 1967-68 to measure cognitive growth was the

,Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test. Scores on this instrument, which was admin-
istered pre and post, reflect a complex of skills and attitudes, including the
child's willingness to cooperate with the examiner, his comprehension of the

1instructionr and tasks, and his general level of intellectual achievement.

Stanford-Binet performance has frequently been reported to predict performance
in school situations.

Two instruments, the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance and the

Social Interaction Observation Procedure, were administered pre and post to

provide information about the children's behavior in the social-emotional do-
main. After administering the Stanford-Binet to a child, the examiner filled
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in the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance, based on his observa-
tions of the child in the test situation. This rating s e describes attiLu-
dinal and emotional factors that might have contribut to the child's Stanford-Binet performance; it also provides a measa of t child's ability to adjust
to the test conditions.

In the Social Interaction Observation Procedure (tIOP), observers recorded in
ten-second intervals the social interactions of individual children with peersand adults during free-play situations. The instrument was designed to help
answer questions such as whether a child initiated social contacts or was-
simply a respondent, whether he participated more in interactions with peersor with adults, how much he interacted with peers of other ethnic groups than
his own, etc.

2. Instrument Pertaining to Parents and Families

PrE and post data on the parents and families were collected on a Parent Inter-vi,w form that was similar but not identical to the one used in 1968-69. Thisinstrument provides three kinds of data: (1) de.tographic, such as the mother's
age and education, (2) behavioral, such as the mother's participation in com-
munity activities, and items intended to provide an index of the child's emo-
tional maturity at home, and (3) dynamic and process factors such as the mother's
reported mode of control over the child, her aspirations and expectations forhis development, and her attitudes of optimism, alienation, and hopelessness.

3. Instruments 'Pertaining to Programs

The Characteristics of Teaching Staff form contained irlformation about the Head
Start teachers and aides, their personal

characteristics (sex, age, ethnicity,
etc.), their level of education, any special training they received in prepar-ation for their Head Start duties, and type and amount of prior teaching exper-ience. Another form, Description of Center and Classroom Composition, provided
information about,the number of children and staff members in each classroom,
the number of square feet of indoor and outdoor facilities, and the ethnic, sex,and age distributions of children in the classes.
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The Observation of Substantive Curricular Input (OSCI) was used to collect more
*dynamic and interactive data about the actual classroom activities. This in-
strument, developed by UCLA, is a time - sampling observaltion designed to provide
information on such questions as: What proportion of time is spend in free
play? In activities developing small-muscle skills? In small groupg? The

1967-68 OSCI differed from the 1968-69 version in that there were no measures

lookinT'specifically at the teacher; i.e., the, focus for all of the 1967-68

observations was on what the children themselves were doing, regardless of
whether a teacher was interacting with them or directing them.

10,
B. MAJOR FIN,-;INGS

1. Entry Characteristics of Children and Parents

As in the 1968-69 analysis, the entering children in 1967-68 showed considerl.

able diversity on a number of dimensions, both in terms of personal character-
istics and background, and in their entry performance on various measures.

As compared with 1968-69, there was a smaller proportion of black children

'!49.81% against 68.17% in 1968-69), a smaller percentage of children from the

South (23.72% against 77.28%), and,a much smaller percentage of children from
urban areas (45.13% against 77.28%). Mast enrolleesv(85.43%) had had no Head ,

Start experience prior to the evaluation period, and judging from the low

frequency with which adults read to them in their homes (once or twice a week,

on the average), most of the children had'received little intellectual

stimulation in their home environments. There was no clear trend showing

overall superiority for entering children who had attended summer. Head Start

programs prior to the evaluation period.

Only one of the performance measures (the Stanford-Binet) has national norms
for the general population, and only two instruments (Stanford-Binet and Inen-

,tory of Factors Affecting Test Performance) were exactly comparable to measures
used in 1968-69. On the Stanford-Binet, the pretest mean in 1967-68 was

slightly higher than in 1968-69 (91.42 compared with 89.04), but still appre-
ciably below the national norm of 100. On the Inventory of Factors Affecting.

Test Performance, the entering children in 1967-68 had a mean of 56.72, com-

pared with a mean in 1968-69 of 59.45.
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Most of the sample.parents had little education background; only about a third
of the mothers, and a similar proportion of the fathers on whom data could be

collected, had completed high school. A third of the mothers and over four-
fifths of the fathers on whom data were available had jobs, but most of the
working parents of both sexes %Jere employed at an unskilled or semi-skilled
level. ry

In-about three-fifths of the sample families, the-adults living with the Head
Start child consisted of the lother"plqs the father or another man. The second
most frequent family structure (approximately one-fifth of the total sample)
included only one adult, the mother.

Almost all sample parents indicated that they would, like to send other children
to Head Start in the future, indicating an initially positive attitude toward .

the program. However, they indicated little expectation that they themselves

would receive substantial benefit froin the program,,aside from the possible
benefit to their children.

Most parents had high aspirations for their children's educational attainments
(half hoped their children would complete college), but little real expectation
that they would achieve those goals (fewer than a fourth expected their child-
ren even to enter college). The typical parent had moderately positive atti-
tudes about the value and importance of education to success andhappiness in
life.

2. Characteristics of the PrograMe

Over three-f9urths of the children (78.96%) were in sites whose delegate agen-
cies were Community Action Programs or similar local welfare groups. Virtually
all of the classes met five lays a week, and most met for three to four hours
each day. Class size varied somewhat, but over three-fourths of the children
were in classes of from 14 to 18 children.

Pupil/teacher ratio ranged from
3/1 to ablest 18/1 with the most typical values being from 5/1 to 9/1. Most
children had the same head teacher over the entire evaluation period, but in
about a sixth of the classes there was at least one change of head teacher.
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The typical class had at least one teacher who was quite highly 'educated.

Almost nine-tenths of the sample children had a teacher with additional educe.:

tion beyond high school, and over a third had teachers who had gone to graduate
school.

Most teachers were also quite experienced; almost two-fifths of the children

had teacher*s with from three-and-a-half to six years of experience with dis-

.4vantaged children. (This figure includes experience with Fad Start, with
other preschool children, and with older disadvantaged children.) There was
wfde variation in. amount of prior experience, with values ranging from 9 months
to 135 months.

There was considerable variability among cfasses in the relative frequency of

use of different types of classroom materials, as recorded on the OSCI by inde-
pendent observers. Overall, the most commonly applied types of materials were
art materials and materials for use in dramatic role-playing and play,- acting

(e.g., puppets, story. records). There was also fairly frequent use of materials
designed to exercise the children's large muscles (e.g., swings, balls), and

small muscles (e.g., puzzles, string-beads). Language-oriented materia'

(e.g., story-book records, books) were less often.used,and.there was v little,

use of science materials (e.g., magnets, aquaria) or music materials (e.g:,musi-
cal instruments).

Data from an earlier study of the 1967-68 OSCI records indicate than caretaking
. (e.g., clean-up, toileting) and fighting were infrequent, as were activities

providing specific training for auditory discrimination, quantitative develop-

ment, and scientific activities. More frequently observed activities included

dramatic role-playing and informal language development.

3. Gains Associated with HeadStart Participation

Table 107 shows comparisons of pretest and posttest performance on each measure

for all sample children having both pretest and posttest scores. The column

at the far left lists the child and parent measures. Other columns, Arm left
to right, show the sample sizes, the means of the pretest scores, the means of
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Table 107

PRETEST-POSTTEST PERFORMANCE C1ANGES(1966-67)

,

Dependent Variable N
Pretest
Mean

Posttest
Mean

Mean
Change t

Stanford-Binet 1508 91.50 96.08 4.58 18.16**-

Factors Affecting Test Performance 1474 56.84 60,15 3.31 10.53**

SIOP: Total.Verbal Behavior 1507 39.53 44.29 4.76 6.91**

SIOP: Total Non-Verbal Behavior 1505 12.94 13.09 0.15 0.38

SIOP: Total Inappropriate Behavior 1032 1.28 1.33 0.05 0.31

SIOP: Initiations by Subject to ---7
Peers of Same Ethnic Group 1281 12.94 13.43 0.49 1.86

SIOP: Initiations by Subject to
Peers of Other Ethnic Group 1177 3.99 4.69 0.70 4.59**

Perceived Effect of Head'Start on
Child 1388 3.46 3.68 0.22 1 4.22**

Educational Aspiratiqs for Child 1385 7.04 6.99 -0.05' -1.39 ".

a

Educational Expectations for Child 1383 5.21 5.07 -0.14 -2.81**

Value of Educat_o1
- -1401 51.24 51.86 0.62 1.36.

v

**Difference sign Licant at .01 level



the posttest scores, the mean gain scores, and the t-ratios of the gain scores.
A double asterisk (**) after a t-ratio indicates that the gain (or loss)'was
significant at the .01 level.

The children's mean gain on the Stanford-Binet was 4.58, which is almost ex-
actly the same as in 1968-69. Though relatively small in magnitude, the gain
was statistically significant, and showed that the Head Start children were
experiencing growth in the cognitive domain.

The results in the social- emotional domain were also quite positive. Children
improved significantly in adaptiveness to the Stanford-Binet.:test conditions;
in frequency of verbal activity; and in taking the initiative in social inter-
actions with children -of other ethnic groups. These fin4ings indicate valuable
,progress toward socially oriented program goals.

There was a significant improvemeht irk the parents' attitudes regarding the
perceived benefits of Head Start for their 'children; at the same time, however,
the par "Is' educa4onal ebectation's for their children decreased. Overall,
there was no cdnsistent pattern of improvement in the parents' feeling of op-,

timism for their children, nor did the parents feel that they persOnalty would
derive appreciable benefits from their children's exposure to Head Start.

All of the above findings must be interpreted with caution, because of the lack
tof non-Head Start control groups. An association has been demonstrated between.-

Head Start particip

'i

tion and gains On a number of iMpolApant performance measures,
but no causal relationship has been proven.

1
There were sizable variations in the Magnitude of the gains on most performance
measures. On the Stanford-Binet, for example, though the mean gain was 4.58,
approximately 14% of the children gained 15 points or better. T major func-
tion of the remainde of the analyses was to determine how much of the variation
on the various measures might be accounted for by: (1) characteriStics of the
children themselves,: (2) features of the programs '-hat they attended, and/or
(3) interactions between the child and the program characteristics.
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4. Differencei in Gains for Different Grou s of Children

Six variables were used to define subgroups of children, so that comparisons
could be made for the subgroups. The variables were (1) child's age, ,.:; chill'ssex, (3) child's pretest I Q, ( ) urban vs. non-urban residence, (5) Southern
vs. non-Southern residence, an

I

'(6) interval between children's enrollment and
pretest administration of the Stanford- Binet.

As in 1968-69, the child en's age and sex showed little relationship. to their
performance gain. Non-uv an children made significantly larger gains than

...---/-
urban children in the number of s..dal interactions that they initiated with
peers of the same ethnic group and of other ethnic groups. Non-Southern child-
ren made larger gains than Southern children in frequency/of verbal social
interactions with peers and adults,_and in their initiations of social inter-
actions with children of the same and other ethnic groupIs .

i C

As shown in Table 108, the children's pretest IQ's were significantly related
to their gains on the Stanford-Binet and on two social-emotional' measures:
the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance, and the number of inappro.-
priate social behaviors.

On the Stanford-Binet, the Low initial IQ (below 85) group gained signaficantiv7-
more (.01 level) than-the Mid (85-95) IQ group, which in turn gained more (.'1
level) than the High (above 95) IQ group. This agrees with the trend-found In
the 1968-69 data. Also, as in the 1968-69 analysis, the absolute magnitude of
the differences is substantial. The Lost initial IQ children gained, on the
average, over seven IQ points more than the High IQ group.,

The results suggest that, in the cognitive domain, at least-, children with
lowei initial ability benefited more from Head Start than those with higher.
initial ability. In the social-emotional

domain; the results are less clear-
cut, with the results on the SIOP: Total Inappropriate Behavior somewhat con-
tradicting those on the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance.
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4

a

To study the. relationshiii-between pretest weeks and pretest-posttest perfor-

mance gains, separate analyses were performed for three groups of children:

a Low Weeks.group whose interval between enrollment and Stanford-Binet pretest

was one to two weeks; a Mid Weeks group whose interval was.tliree to six weeks;

and a High Weeks group whose interval was over six weeks. Although there were

significant differences in gains for the three groups, no systematic pattern

was apparent in the direction of the differences. For example, children who

received their.pretest more quickly didmot consistently make larger gains

across -the different measures. This finding may be related to the fact that

there also was no systematic pattern in the direction of differences in the

pretest scores.

5. Differences in Gains with Different:Program'Approaches

A series of one-way anaiyses.of variance was performed on several program ,

variables to determine whether there were significant differences in perfor-

mance for_different program characteristics and approaches. Instead of using

aw" pre -postpre-post difference scores as the measure of gain, the posttest scores

on each measure were adjusted by regression techniques for-differences in pre-
,

test scores. This provided "residualized"performance measures that took into

account the.fact that sane children` started with high scores than other child- .

ren. Before the analysesof variance could be performed, however, it,was

necessary to select a manageable number of program variables from the large I-
I

quantities of program-description data that were available. To do this, a

method Of correlational analysis was used as a preliminary screening tech-

nique. Correlations were first computed between each of the program-descrip-

tion variables, and the gretest scores on each performance measure; thew

correlations were computed with the 2osttesscores on each performance measure.

The difference between the pretest correlation and the posttest correlation

for each combination of program variable and performance measure was tested for

statistical Significance. Where-there was :a significant change in correlation

(i.e., where the posttest correlation was significantly different'than the

pretest correlation),, this was interpreted as strongly suggestive that the.

program variable in question had affected the children's gains on the partipu-
.

lar performance measure.

"r-r
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From the correlational analyses, a number of apparently influential program

.variables were identified. To these were added several other variables that

did not appear so potent in the correlational analyses, but that were of, parti-

cular theoretical or practical interest. The result was that nine program

variables were selected for further study by analysis of variance. Each of

these variables is described below, and the results of the analysis of variance

for that variable are-discussed.

Language Materials. This analysis addressed the question of whether a higher

frequency of classroom use of language-related materials was associated with-
.

superior performance by the children. The split on this variable, which was

derived from the Obsexiation of Substantive durricular Input (OSCI), divided

children into two groups; one group consisted of Childrenin classes where

language-materials Were in use during at least 5ft'of the classroom observation

periods, and the other contained children in classes where language materials

were less frequently used.

Table 109 shows that use of language materials Was_positivell related (.01 level

of significance) to Stanford -Binet performance, as.well as to the children's

overall, level of non-verbal social interactions (.05 level). The finding on

the Stanford-Binet appears to contradict some of the data reported for the

1968-69 study, in which a program variable related to the teachers' self-repor-

ted emphasison language activities was negatively related to Stanford-Binet ,

-..performance. The probable explanation for the apparent disagreement is that

the program variables for the two years were in fact measuring different things.

The 1967-68 data were based on independent time-sampled obServations of what

actually occurred in'the classroom. By contrast, the 1968-69 data were based

on the teacher's reports; these reports may have reflected what the teachers

thought they were required to do, rather than what they actually did. Prom

this perspective, the 1967-68 data would seem to provide a truer picture of

the relationships betWeen,language activities and children's performance, and

suggest that future Head Start programs might beneficially emphasize language

skills and extensive use of language materials.
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Dramatic Materials. Some teachers make extensive use of dramatic play activi-

ties involving role-playing, use of puppets, story records, etc., both to enter-
,

tain and motivate the children and to 'exercise their verbal skills. Do these

materials and activities actually benefit the children's development? To exa-

mine this question, a High Dramatic Materials Group and a Low Dramatic Materials

Group were Compared in performance. The High Dramatic Materials group consisted

of Children in classes that used dramatic-play materials during at least 13%

of the observation periods; Low Dramatic Materials children were those in classes

that used such materials less frequently.

As Table 110 shows, the High Dramatic Materials group showed superior gains

(.01 level) on two social-emotional measures: fre enc of 'verbal social

. interactions with adults and peers; and degree of beneficial effects of Head

Start on the children, as judged by 'their parents. Both findings 'seem logical.

Most of the children's activities included in this program variable-had a large

.verbal component, and would have given the children praCtice in communicating

with others. Also, many of the'Parent Interview items used to define the

"Perceived Effect of Head Start" variable were related to the childrens' ability

and willingness converse with others, and to their self-confidence. These

abilities might logically have been strengthened by the children's involvement

in dramatic activities. Although there is no direct evidence that the greater

use of dramatic - materials had a causal effect in improving performance on the

two measures, the results certainly suggest that diamatic-play activities may

be a useful technique for enhancing the children's communication skills.

Teacher's Education. To study the relatiOnship between children's performance

and teachers' level, of education, two groups of children were defined:" the

High Teacher EduCation group includes children whose most highly educated

teacher had 15 to 16 years of education (most ha0. a college degree), and the

Low leacher Education group consistsrof children whose most.hgh.l.y educated

teacher had less than 15 years of education. The results are-shown in Table 111.

On the Stanford-Binet and on three social-emotional measures, children in the

L__2___Lde.ii_____.nificLowTeacherEducationroupnantly_laaeliains. This finding is

..
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0

consistent with results reported earlier for the 1968-49 data (TM-4862/000).
One pobsible explanation for this findingis that, in some ways the more highly
educated teachers had acquired teaching habits or speech patterns that made it
difficult for them to communicate effectively with young disadvantaged children.
This possibility is discussed at some length in the report for 1968-69. There
are alternative 'explanations, howeitrer,

related to the possibility that the
apparent effectt of teacher edutation are actually artifacts of other differences
in the teachers, in the composition of the classes, in the resources available
to the teachers, etc. Section 6, below, discusses further analyses perfOrmed
to separate out two postible sources of variancethat might have'been
confounded.with the Teacher Education variable; these are the children's
initial IQ level,'and their geographic area of residence (South/Non-South).

Teacher's Experience.with Disadvantaged Children. In the 1968-69 analyses, a
'negative relationship was found between the children's performance and the
teachers' length of paid experience with disadvantaged preschool children. In
the-1967-68 analyses, two grdups of children were defined for the purpose of

-providing a similar' comparison. One group consists of children in classes
whose average teacher had approximately 60 months or more of experience; this0

figure includes experience with Head Start children and with other disadvantaged
children. The second group includes children whose teachers had, on the average,
under 60' months of experience.

Table 112 shows that as in 1968-69, children with less experienced teachers
' made larger gains on several measures. -In 1967-68, however, these differences
were limitedto the social- emotional domain. Children with less experienced
teachers made larger gains on the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance
(.05 level), and in the ntnber of initiations of ,social interactions with peers
of.other ethnic groups (.01 evel); in addition, the parents of children in that
group had higher. educational aspirations for them (.05 level)..
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41.

As with the teacher education variable,, it is possible'that the apparent effects
of Teacher's Experience with Disadvantaged Childreh.are artifacts of other
differences in the children or the programs. This alternative explanation is
'further considered in Section 6, belold:

Large-Muscle Materials. 'The analyses for 1968-769 showed strong positive

relationships,between'Children's performance On several measures,-and amount of
% .

large-muscle equipment seen in the classrooms. In the 1967-68data there was
no directly comparable program var able, but a somewhat similar variable was
derived from the OSCI data: The ma r, dif'fe'rence is that in 1968-69, all
equipment-oriented program variables represented the amount and quality of
equipment in the classrooffsi whether or not thatequipment was in:use; by
contrast, the 1967-68 eiiipment-oriented

variables designate the actual

frequency of classroom hse of the different types of material, as recorded on
. .

the OSCI forms.

Table 113 shdws the performance of two groups of children. One group consists
of children in classes where

large-muscle-materials' (swings, balls, etc.) wereA ..'
.

seen in use during at least 10% of the observation periods. The othir group..

includes children.in classes where such materiaawere'in use for less than 10%
. of the observation periods. The results do not confirm the findings reported

for.the 196'8-69 data. In 1967-68, use of large-muscle materials was negatively

associated (w'91- level) with perform 4; on the Stanford-Binet; with the number

1of initiations of social interactio s with peers of the same ethnic group; and
with the Head Start benefits to the children, as perceived by the parents..

t

.

Possibly the difference in findings on the Snford-Binet for.the two year
stems from thefact that in 1967-68 the program variable showed availability
of the material's, while in 1467-68 it'showed actual use. In 1967-68, a class
that made extensive use of play equipment such as balls and swings may have
devoted less time to cognitively oriented activities, and this may have
hampered the types of cognitive development measured by the Stanford-Bine

" SO,
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'6

O

Pupil /Teacher Ratio. .Did children make larger gains in classes with fewer
.

children per teacher? Comparisons were made on several performance variables

for two groups of children; one group consisted of children in classes with uo

to 7.5 children perteacher, and the other group included all children in

lasses with more than 7.5 children per teacher.

M

As 4e 114 shows,pupil/teacher ratio was not significantly related to gains-
.

On th Stan ord-Binet, but.was related to performance on*two social-emotional

sw OS. hildren in classes with fewer than '7.5 children per teacher made

.signi icently larger gains (.01 level) on the Inventory of Factors Affecting

Test Performance, .and in their number of initiations of social interactions

with piers of the same ethnic group. A possible explanation is that, in classes..

with loWer pupil/teacher ratios, the teachers were able to work more with small

groups of childrin, and to direct those children into activities that maximized

inter-persowa relationships. Such small-groupectivities might have increased

the children's level of social initiative and enabled them to adept more readily

ew social situations.

OSCI: Small-Muscle Materials. This.apalysis examined the relationships

between children's performanceand'level of clasiroom use of small-muscle

materials (e.g., puzzles and string-beads). Two groups were compared, one

consisting of children in ciasses where small4uscie Materials were in use

during at least 10% of the observation periods, and the other.coritaining

children in classes where such material's were used in less than 10% of the'

observation periods. The results are presented in Table 115.

The level of use of small-muscle materials wag positively associated (.01 level)

With the frequency of the children's initiations of...social interactions with

peers of other ethnic grows, but negatively associated with the amount of

verbal social interactions 'of .the children with peers and adults. A closer

nalysis,suggests that the findings are not necessarily incompatible. One-
.

variable (SIQP: Total Verbal,Behavior) is 711;stricted to verbal Behavior; it
.
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is*possible that when the children were using puzzles, string7beads-, and other

such materials, they had fewer occasions in which to converse with their

teacheri or with other children. The other dependent variable (STOP: Initiations
. -

by Subject to Peers of Other Ethnic Group) could include non-verbal as well as

verbal interactions; the non-verbal interactions may have been facilitated rather

than impeded by the children's use of the small-muscle materials. For example,

children may have worked together on puzzles, etc., in a manner_the made it

easier and more.natural to interact with children'of other ethnic groups.

Class Transiency. Some classes had fairly stable compositions, with most of. the

children who started the evaluation period still being with the same classes at

the end of that period. In other classes there was a high transiency rate. To

explore the relationship between transiency and performance, two groups of

children were defined. The High Transiency group-consists of children in

classes where between-0%.and 74% of the children in those classes at posttest

time were the same as those in the classes at pretest time. The Low Transiency

group consists of children with 75% to lim% overlap in pretest-posttest

composition. Table 116 shows that Class Transiency was significantly related-.

to six performance variables.. On three variables the Low Transiency group

made significantly larger gains, and on the other three variables the High

Transiency group gained more.

. .

A possible explanation for the superiority of the Low Transiency group on the

Stanford-Binet is that-cognitively oriented instruction was able to proceed

in a more orderly and consistent fashion .in classes of-stable composition,
0

than in classes where children were frequently leaving or new. children

arriving. Similarly, in a classroom of stable composition, the children would

have a longer sustained period in which to get to know each other, to become

friends, and to interact socially; -this could explain why the Low Transiency

group made larger gains in number of initiations of social interactions with

peers of the same ethnic group and of other ethnic groups.
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The High Transiency group showed superior gains on the Inventory of Zactors

Affecting Test Performance, a measure that reflects the child's ability to

adapt to a fairly novel situation involving the Stanford-Binet examiner and

the instrument itself. It appears that a class with a high transiency rate,

the child may have become more accustomed to seeing new faces, and thus was

less intimidated by the Stanford-Binet examiner.

The parents of children in the High Transiency group perceived greater gains

-_"for their children in Head.Start,.and had higher aspirations for their children's

educational futures. One possible explanation for this finding is related to

the specific questions asked in the Parent Interview. That instrument asks

whether the parent feels her child speak's better, is more self-confident:, gets

along better with older children, is better able to. do things.'on hIt own, and

is interested in new things. These questions, seem to be addressed largely ty

the child's adaptiveness to new people and situations; such adaptiveness might

be enhanced_ by greater mobility of other children into and Out of the

classroom.

Teacher Continuity. Head Start classes varied in staff stability as well as in

transiency rate among children. To explore the possible relationship of this

variable with performance, children were divided ,into a High Teacher Continuity

group and a Low Teacher Continuity group. The High Teacher Continuity group

consiits-of children whO-had the same head teacher over the entire evaluation'

period;. the Low Teacher Continuity group "consists of children whose head

teacher changed at least once during that period.

Only-the Inventory df Factors Affecting Test,Performance was.found significantly

related toTeacher Continuity (although there was a suggestive difference of

one IQ point on the Stanford-Binet, in favor of the High Teacher Continuity

group). As Table 117 shows, in classes whose head teacher did not change, the

children made signifiFantly greater gains (.01 level) on the Inventory, of

Factors Affecting Test. Performance. Possibli the changes in head teacher were

perceived by children in'the Low Teacher Continuity group as unsettling and
4

anxiety-producing; this may have made thed appear less poised in the test

,situation..
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In lummary, the overall findings regarding children'a-perfOrmance\in different

types of prograMs indicate that a number of program variables were significant'y

associated with gains on a variety of performance measures. As in the 1968-69

study, however, a particular program variable typically had positive

relationships with only a limited subset of the performance measures, and

either no associations grgAven negative relationships with other measures. The

rfli

1100A
results appear to su Istrthe recommendation-Made in the report on the 1968-69 ",,,,

data (TM- 4862/000), that each Head Start child should be exposed to a carefully,

planned variety of teaching procedures and approaches, with each learning

experience designed by the teacher to achieve a specific, well- defined goal.

6. Interactions-Between Child and Program Variables
. -

To study the relationships between program variables, child subgrouping-

variables, and performance', one-way analyses of variance were performed for

different subsets of children; this method provided independent measured of

the association between program variables and performance for'children of

different age levels, different pretest IQ's and urban, vs. non-urban residency.

In addition, for two program variables (Teacher's Education and Teacher's

Experience with DisadvantagedoChildren), separate analyses were performed for

Southern and Non-Southernchildren. - General trends in the results of the

analyses are simmarized below. As in-the 1968-69 data, there were interaction

effects between program variables and child-description variables: That is,

a prograM approach that was associated with superior performance for one group

of children was not necessarily superior for another group.

In a few cases, subsetting of the data had the effect of washing. out certain

significant relationships that had been found inrthe:analyses of the total

Sample. For example, the total-sample analysis showed a significant negative

association (.05 level) between Teacher's Education and childien's Stanford-,.

Binet gains. However, when the data were subset-by Southern vs. nonSouthern



residence, neither subgroup showed that relationship with Stanford-Binet
performance. Such a result may indicate that, in the total- sample analysis,
the subsetting variable (e.g., South/non-South Residence),wasconfounded with
the.program variable (e.g., Teacher's Education). This could have produced
a spurious relationship which would have been eliminated when the data were
subset. It should-be noted, however, that.subsetting also had the effect of
reducing sample sizes; this, in itself, could have brought marginally
9significant relationships to a point that failed to reach the .05 level of.
significance.

-__Inseveralother instances, subsetting of the data revealed significant
relationship's that were obscured in the total-sample analyses:* For example,
in the totalAample :.nalysis for Smail=Muscle_Materials, no significant
relationship was. found withthe children's performance On the-Inventory of

Factors Affecting Test Performance (FATP). Such a relationship did appear,
however, for the Urban subgroup; for that group, level of class use'of
small - ,muscle materials waspoSitively_associated

with gains on the FATP.

There were nUmerous4ituations in which a significant relationship was found
.

between a program variable and a performance, measure for a particular_

P

subgroup, but not for other subgroups defined'by that same subsetting variable.
For example, in the Young subgroup, a higher Pupil/Teacher Ratio was associated

with'signiicantly poorer gains on the Inventory of Factors Affecting Test
Performance, and on the children's Initiations by Subject,to Peers of Same
Ethnic Group. A possible interpretation is that the types of small-group

interactions made possible by.a low Pupil/Teacher Ratio were important for
certain dimensions of social-emotional development in the younger children,

whereai the older children had already developedore stable social-emotional

patterns that -were less influenced by the classroom environment. However,
caution must be taken in interpreting this finding (as well as other findings

discussed in thissuMmary), since-only an association of.variables, not a

cause- and - effect relationship, has been demonstrated. It is conceivable,^for

iiimple, that-classes with,low Pupil/TeaCher Ratios also had other characteristics

197



(e.g., better materials, a more structured program) that fyilitated the

children's development, and that the Pupil/Teacher Ratio itself had no,

direct influence on children's performance.

An example of an actual reversal in direction of a prograMVariable's'
:2!1.

relationship with performance canbe seen. in the:analysis for Teacher's

Education (Table 111). For Urban children, a higher level of Teacher's

Education was associated with higher gains (.05 level) in Total Non-Verbal'

Behavior; for Non-Urban children, by contrast, the two variables were

negatively related (,.-01 level).

Up to this point, the results of the analyses have been organized primarily by

program variable, and secondarily by subsetting variable. It may be equally

..meaningful to ask, for a particular type of child, what approach should be _

.

emphasised for that child. In the.following4laragraphs, different-subgroups

of childien(as defined by three subsetting variables:. pretest IQ, age, and

urban /non- urban residence) are fisted, and for,each,subgroup there is a brief

summary description of the specific program 'features that were associated with

-thebest-performance on different measures for the subgroup. For convenience,

these desdripions refeeto-"benefits" of particular program'approaches, but

as noted previously, causality can onlybe inferred from the statistical

associations.

Pretest IQ--Low (Below 85).' These children generally benefited from greater

class useof dramatic materials; less extensive use of large-muscle and

small-muscle materials; greger class and teacher continuityi and teachers

with lower levels of education.

Pretest IQ - -Mid (85 -95). Benefi

in uded greater use of lan

muscle terials; less use of 1

lower levels of education.

ialprogram characteristics for 'this group

materials, dramatic materials, and Small-,

ge-muscle materials; and teachers with

1
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0,

Pretest IQ--High (Over 95). Program f(:.atures found beneficial included
greater, use of dramatic materials; -less use of large-muscle materials; and a
low pupil/teacherratio.

Age--Young (Under 60 months). children in this group benefited from higher
-continuity of teachers; teachers.w lower levels of experience; a low

pupil/teacher ratio;. greater,uae of dramatic materials: and less use of
large-mugcle materials.

Age--Old (60 months or,ovef). This group was helped by lower class use of
large - muscle materials; greater use of dramatic materials; and teachers with
lower levels of education.,

Urban Children. Conditions beneficial' to this group were a low pupil/teacher
ratio;'greater use of dramatic materials; and teachors with lower education.
levels; and greater use of language and dramatic materials.

What can be inferred from the interaction effectg found between program
variables and child-descripepn variables? the results tend to support the
recommendation made in the report on the 1968-69'data (tM-4862/000):

"Although causality cannot be directly demonstrated froM these

relationships, it appears that the teachers' classAom
:

procedures and the areas of program emphasis should be tailored
somewhat to-the children's characteristiCs, as well as,to the

specific program goals."

It was further suggested in TM-4862/060-that the tailori of program'
approaches to different goals and different type of ch: n might be

fostered by carefully structuring the division of effort between professional
teacherg and volunteer or paraprofessional aides. The aides might free the
teachers from routine Arillwork and exercises so that the more highly trained
teachers could focus more of their efforts on meeting individual child needs.

Finally, it was recommended that all Head Start teachers be given more
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intensive training in how to make the best use of aides so as to maximize

total classroom effectiveness. These recommendations still appear appropriate

iwthe light of the 1967-68 data.
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.ANALYSIS OF NATIONAL. EVALUATION DATA FOR 1966-0

4

The first Head Start full-yea'r programs were implemented in 1966-67. As 'kith
any large-scale social-action program created under severe time constraints;
the dead Start effort experienced many difficulties and delays in its initial
months; these operational

4
problems have strong implications for the evaluation

design, and mean that special care must be taken in interpreting the IcKc
data.

In addition to the design constraints_ previously described for the 1967-68 and
1968-69 evaluations (e.g., lack of non-Head Start control 4roup, and non-random ,
assignment to treatments), the major sources of uncontrol ed variation in the
1966-67 design were the large differences in the date when different centers
`first began classroom operation, when they first tested the children, and when
they administered the posttests. Some Head Start sites had started operations
by September 1966, yet about half the sites had not begun classes by January
1967 Some classes began initial testing within one or two weeks after they,
opened, whilelkothers delayed pretesting for several months. The interval .

between pretesting and posttesting alsd varied widely, from a few days to.over
eight months, with an average interval of around 18 Weeks.

Adding to the diffibulty of the evaluation design is the fact that no precise
data are available'regarding the interval between class opening'and pretest
administration. Most E & R Centers recorded the interval between the opening

\ of the Center, and the initial testing. This interval is-not netessarily_an
accurate reflection.of the amount of time that any, particular class.had been
operat when the pretests were administered. Furthermore, some E & R Centers
.interpreted the pretest interval to mean the intOrval from the time of the first
g2;ant to the Center,. rather than from the time of initial Operation duringWthe
1966-67 full-year program. Thus'tbe available records, donot.provide
dal data on the pretest interval. A further complication'is tIle,fact'fhat pre-
test interval was confounded with E & R Center4-and°6U-SW-1;--assoCiated

factors
such as geographic region

ban/non-urban residence, etc. These design
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a

limitations mean that the 1966-67analisc.s, even more than those for 1ciS7-68

and-1.968-69, 41st be regarded as exploratory, hypotheSis-generatino efforts

rather thanLs rigorous tests 'of hypotheses in the tradition of classical con-

trol-group.experiments.

Pretest-posttest interval was obtained by subtracting weeks of Center operation

at time of initial test from weeks of operation at time of final test. Thus,

even though the recorded date of initial Center operation may be suspect, the

pretest-posttest interval should be reasonably reliable, since the same initial

anchor point was used to calculate both the pretes Cnterval and the posttest

interval.

As in 1967-68 and 1968-6%* the sample sites and classes were not randomly

. selected-from the tot. Head Start population: rather, E & R Center Directors -,

4

were -requested to select sites which were, in, the Directors' opinions, "repre-I
.'.

6 .0 .A.

sentative of important subpopulations and of Centers those programs are Inteta
.

esting from educational, .researoh, or other points .of view."
. 4

A. MEASURES

The 1966-67 evaluation used two .instruments intended to measure the children's

cognitive development: the*Stanford - Binet and the Preschool Inventory.

EachOas administered at the beginning and again at the end of the evaluation

period. The,Stanford - Binet version used that year was the Wright adaptation,

which meant that only four. items were presented at each age level. The Pre4

'school Inventory was the long fOrw it had 90 items compared with only 64 items

in the 1968-69 version.

The only instrument related to

Behavior Inventory, a'50-item,

describe-each illd's sociabil

emotionality, self-Confidence,

Behavior Invedtory was acintinis

14, ior over the evalution period.

the children's social' /emotional behavior was the

four-point rating scale used by the teacher to

ity: independence, curiosity, persistence,

jealousy, achievement, and leadership., the

tered twice to assess changes in affective behev- '

4
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A Parent Interview instrument was used to-obtain data related to,family,struc-

.ture,
u

to the occupational and income characteristics of the mothers and fathers,

and to the educational background of the parents or guardians of the Head Start

child. . I
Background CharacteriltiCsand:classroom activities of the.teachers were

. .

assessed by a Staff Member information Form and an Observer Rating Form. The,
- . .

Staff Member Information Form covered such areas as educational background,

work history, and preservice training of the teachers and teacher aides. The

'Observer Rating torm, administered twice. during the evaluation'period, involved

lengthy descriptive ratings of the teachers by.trained peisdnnel following

direct observation of classroom activity; the form contains 47 Items referring

to a wide variety of teacher classroom behaviorsthOught to be relevant to the

children's cognitive and personal-social development.

Data pn the facilities and. programs were - obtained by a .:enter Facilities and

sources Invento completed by the Center Directors. One part of the form is

concerned with the physical properties of the Head Start Center (e.g., amount

of indoor and outdoor play area); the Aecond section attempts to assess the Cen-

ter Director's attitudes about the value of education, particularly fob low-
.

income children.

From the instruments summarized above, a total of 19 variables were der.iAi:ed;,.
ft

these:inckuded six program variables, seven dependent (perforMance) variables,

and six variables used to define different subsets of children. "The program

variables and performance variables are described in the remaining paragraphs

of this seCtion; the subsetting variables are discussed in subsequent sections

describing the results of analyses that made use of those subsetters.

1. Program Variable :'

a. Teacher's Education

This variable-was selected for analysis-because of its strong (negative) rela- 4

tionship with children's performance in the 11)68-69 data, and to a extent
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in the 1967-68 data. It was felt important to' obtain further evidence on this 1

issue which=h6S. such important implications 4br Head Start policy regarding the '

Selection and traixing of teachers:.

/-The. variablewaS derived from an item in the Staff Member Information Form,
4

regarding the number of Years-of schooling_completed by :the head teacher in

each claSs.- Possible values on the scale can range from 0 (no years of educe-_

tion) to 7 (five or years of-col-lege).

b. Teacher's EXperience with Preschoolers and Poverty Children

___,--,-----T, .
As with Teacher' S' Education, this variable was- included in -the 1966-67 analyses'".,- ,c

. .. .

,.. .

iprimarilbecause of the negative, relationship which a similar Variable had "-

with children's performance in 1968-69 and 1967-68. The 1966-67 variable was

derived from in the Staff Member Information Form; each item dealt,._
With A particular type of piipr (pre-Head Start) paid or volunteer experience

. in working with preschoolers and/or with poverty children. On each item, a

value Of 0 meant that the teacher had less than six months of the particular
,- ,-

type of experience in question (e.g., .experience as a paid staff member with pre-
-____

-- _ schoolers); a value of 1 represented from six months to three years of exper-

ience; a value of 2'indicated from three to five years' experience; and a value.
,

over
..

of 3. meant that the teacher had over five years' experience. Value were

added -over the six items,' so that the possible values on the derived variable

ranged from. 0 to 18.

L.

c. Teacher's Social Development Techniques

This and the following two variables were derived from data obtained in the ,

second administration of the Observer Rating Form (ORF). The variables were of

particular. interest for two reasons. First, the ORF was the only source of

data reflecting observed classroom,interactions between teachers and children.
.

Second, the three derived variables appear to be related, at least at a general

-conceptual level, to certain variables which in the 1968-69 data showed signif-

icant relationships with some Measures of children's pellorMince. "Nonpuni-

tiyenessu, for example, seems to reflect many of the same teacher traits as

204



O

"Teacher'sUsegf Physical Control ", a variable that was investigated in the
1968-69'data (see 2M-4862/000).

Similarly, "Teacher's Social. Development Tech-
niques" appearsWnewhat related to the 1968-69'variabfe,

"Program Emphasis on
Child Socialization"; and "Teacher's Academic Orientation' seems to partially
overlap two of the variables-used in 1968-69, "Emphasis on Language Program,"
and "Teacher's Quality' of Cognitive-Input."'

Teacher's Social.DevelopmentTechniques is based on ten items in the ORF deal-
ing with observed teacher behaviors felt to promote, effective social/emotional

.

development in the children. For example, observekrated teachers oat "Extent
teacher attempts to inculcate in the child acceptance of personal responsibility.
versui.placing blame'on others"; "Teacher-seems to hate specific techniques for
handling emotional problems of children"; and "Extent teacher attempts to incul-

.cate,respect for property of others".

Each of the ten -items was resealed so that a high value represents a positive
action on the part of the teacher, i.e., an action which would presumably fos-
ter social development. For example, on'an it7em_related to "Extent teachek
attempts to inculCate respect for property of others," a value of 7 was given
to the rating,,'Almost

constant attempts to do so". A value of 6 corresponds
"-to 'Very frequent attempts to do so"; 5 means "Many attempts to do so"; and sb

ov, down to a value of 1 ("No attempts to do so"). Thepossible range of values
on each item-was from'l to 7; values on the derived variable had the.same pos-
sible range, since the variable was calculated by averaging values across items.

d. Teacher's Nonpunitiveness

This variable was derived from six items on the ORF dealing with the teacher's
observed modes of punishment and/or rewards used to control the children's
behavior. for example, there were items on which observers rated "Degree
teacher uses negative vs. positive reinforcement

in behavior," and "Type of
punishment teacher usli for behavior problems".

All items were resealed so
tat a highvlue was assigned to teacher behaviors

that involved positive
rather than negative reinforcement. On thequestion concerning "Type of pun-
ishment teacher uses," a valde of 9 was given for "Diverting child to new
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activity"; a value of 8 for "Calling in other adults"; a value of 7 for "Talking

to the child--reaSoning"; a value of 6 for "Loss of privilege"; and soon, down

to a value of 1 for "Physical punishment".

The possible range of values was 1 to 7 on.somb items, and 1 to 9 on others.

Individual items were averaged to obtain the derived variable scores, which

could range from 1 to 7.33..

e. Teacher's Acadedic Orientation

This variable was based on 17 items from the OW dealing with the teacher's

observed degree of emphasis on academically oriented classroom activities.

Examples of these items include, "Uses multi-sensory stimulation in teaching";

"Consistently uses a feedback system to develop language facility";'"Uses law-

guage model"; "Degree to which teacher provides for visual discrimination";

"Extent teacher encourages use of an adult as a resource person"( etc.

Values on each item, and on the derived variable, could range from 1 to 7. A'

value of 7 represents a teacher who made "almost constant attempts" to lead

children in academically oriented behaviors, while a value of 1 means that the

teacher made "No attempts to do so".

f. Adequacy of Outdoor Play Equipment

This variable was included in the analyses because of its apparent similarity

to a 1968-69 variable (Large -'Muscle Equipment) which was found to have strong

positive relationships with several performance measures. Adequacy of Outdoor--
,-r-----Play Equipment is based on a single item from the Class Facilities and Resources

Inventory, in which the Center Director rated the adequacy of his Center's out-
:

door play-equiPment along two dimensions: quantity and variety. Responses

were rescaled so that a value of t2 indicates a Center in which the-equipment

was "adequate in both quantity and variety"; a value of 1 means that it was

adequate in either quantity or variety, but not both;_and a value of 0 means

that outdoor. play equipment was "not available".
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2. Dependent (Performance) Variables
.

a: Cognitive Behavior

As in the 1967-68 and 1968-69siudies, Stanford Binet pq was used as an impor-
tant measure of the children's general aptitude, while recognizing that per-

,

formance on this instrument also includes a motivational component. The IQ

scores used in the 1966-67 analyses were taken directly from the Stanford"-.

Binet recording"form.

Five scores related to cognitive performance were derived from the Preschool

Inventory. The first is the total score, expressed in.percentile figuresvthe

norms used to calculate the percentile scores Were provided by Caldwell, one

of the instrument's developers, and were based on a sample of non-Head Start.

disadvantaged preschoolers. .

Four subscores, expressed in percentiles, were also derived from the Preschool

Inventory. Although the subscores are not true actor scores, they were based

on subsets of items in the Preschool Inventory that were previously identified

by factor analytic methodS. A high valUe on any of the subscores means that

the child exhibited a high level of the behavior in question.

The-first Preschool Invent- subscore, Personal-Social Responsiveness, is

intended-to-feflect the child's knowledge of his own personal world and his

ability to get along with and respond-to communications of 'another person.

The second subscore, Associative Vocabulary, is intended to measure the child's

ability to demonstrate_ awareness of the connotation of a word by carrying out .

some action or by associating to certain intrinsic qualities of the underlying

Verbal concept. Concept Activitation- Numerical, the third subscore, reflects

the child's ability to label- quantities; to make judgments of "more" or "less,"

and to recognize serial positions. The fourth subscore, Concept Activation-
,

Sensory, is intended as a measure of the child's awareness of certain sensory

attributes (shape, size, motion, color) and of his ability to perform certain

visual-motor tasks.
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b. Social/Emotional Behavior

A total raw score was computed from the 50-item-Behavior Inventory used by

teachers to rate each child's sociability, independence, curiosity, persistence,

'emotionability, self-confidence, jealousy, achievement, and leadership. Each

item was scaled from l.to 4,' with a high value representing a desirable rating.

For example, on an item asking whether the student "Is sympathetic, considerate,

and thoughtful toward others," a rating of "Very much" was given a value of 4r

a rating of "Somewhat like" was given a value of 3; "Very little like" was

valued at 2; and "Not at all like" was valued at 1. The possible range of

total raw scores Is 50 to 200;, a high total indicates that a child was rated by

his teacher as sociable, persistent, non- jealous, self-confident, high in lea-

dership, etc.

B. CHILDREN'S ENTRY CHARACTERISTICS

Tables 118 through 127 show frequency distributions for several of the child-
.

ren's entry characteristics. Theie were almost equal numbers of urban and non -(

urban children (50.51% and 49.4%, respectively). As defined for_1966-67T-iiiban

children were those from cities with populationg of greater than 100,000; non

urban children-were ftOM urban fringes, rural.communities: and cities or towns

of less than 100,000 population. (Coding of the data records for 1966 -67 did

not permit using the same urban/non-urban division point used for 1967-68 and

1968-69, i.e., 50,000 inhabitants).

The children were almost evenly divided between males (50.23%) and females

(49.77%). At the start of the evaluation period, over four-fifths of the

children (84.4%) were between 48 and 71 months old, and the median age was

around 57 months (compared with a median of 53 months for 1967-68).

Data from the pretest administration of the Stanford - Binet (Table 121) indicate

that the Head Start children entered the programs with general aptitude scores

somewhat below the general norm. The mean pretest IQ was 92.03, as compared
. -

with the general population average of 100.
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Table 118

DISTRIBUTION OF:VALUES ON
URBAN/NON-URBAN RESIDENCE

1966-67

Non-Urban

fyss_

936

Percentage of Non-Blanks

50.51

917 49.49

Tagle_119

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
CHILD'S SEX
1966-67

Percentage of Non-Blanks

1004 50.23

'Female 995- 49.77

Table 120

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
CHILD'S AGE AT ENTRY (MONTHS)

1966-67

Values
°crcentage of Non-Blanks

Over 71 '173 7.5

60 - 71 739 32.0

48 - 59 121:5 -52.6

36 -.47 182 7.9

N = 2309



Table 121

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
STANFORD -BINET (PRE)

1966-67

Values Percentage of,Non-Blanks

Above 135 8 0.41

131 - 135 9 0.46

126 130 13 0.66

121 - 125 25 1.27

116 - 120 52 2.64

111 - 115 85 4.31

106 110 119 .6.04

101 - 105 194 9.84

96 - 100 274 11.90

91 - 95 285 14.46

86 - 90" 287 14.56

81 - 85 234 11.87

76 - 80 150 7.61

71 - 75 113 5.73

66 70 51 2.59

61 - 65 42 2.13

Below 61 30 1.52

N = 1971

M =-92.03
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Teble 12i

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
TOTAL PRESCHOOL INVENTORY. PERCENTILE (PRE)

1966-67'

Values Freq. Percentage of Non-Blanks
90 - 99 140 7.14

80 - 89 120 6.12
70 - 79 182 : 9:29
60 - 69 195 9.95

50 59 174 8.88
40 49 268 13.67
30 - 39 198 10.10
20 29 233' 11.89

10 - 19 265 13.52
0 - 9 185 9.4

N = 1960

M = 43.93
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a le.123

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
PERSONAL-SOCIAL RESPONSIVENESS PERCENTILE (PRE)

Values

1966-67

lErn.t. Percentage of Non-Blanks

90 - 99 . -87 4.39

80 - 89 . 153 7.73

70 - 79 210 10.61-

60 -69 232 11.72

50 - 59 188 9.49

40 - 49 313 15.81

30 - 39 194 9.49

20 - 29 \ 306 15.45

10 - 19 162 8.18

0- 9 135 6.82

.N = 1980 :



Values

90 - 99

80 - 89

70 - 79

60 - 69

5i59
4'0 -

30 - 39

20 - 29

10 - 19

0 - 9'

.Table 124

.DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
ASSOCIATIVE-VOCABULARY PERCENTILE (PRE

-

1966-61

Freq. Percentage of Non-Blanks
70 3.56

201
10.21

275
13.97

198 10.06

168
8.52

186
9.45

.193'
.... 9.80

263
13.36

204
10.35

10.72

1969

M= .43
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Table 125

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
CONCEPT ACTIVATION - NUMERICAL PERCENTILE (PRE)

196647

Values s Fr
.

Percentage of Non-Blanks
7---.--,,,

90 - 99 91 ji 4.61 , e

80 - 89
.

153 7.75

70 - 79 s 163 8.26

60 - 69' 197 9.98

50 - 59 193 9.7d

40 - 49 *279
. 14.13

30 - 39 268 13.58

20 - 29 248 12.56

10 - 19 201-. 10.18 .'

0 - 9 181 . 9.17.

N =1974

M = 42.60

214



a

ts,

3to

Table 126

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
CONCEPT ACTIVATION SENSORY PERCENTILE (PRE)

1966-67

Values 'Freq. Percentage of NonBlanks
90 99 97 4.90
a80 89 -- 104 .

. 5.26
70 79\. 220 11.12
60 69 225 11.38
50 59 196 9.90
40. 49 305 5.41
30 39 250 12.63
20 29 36 ^11.93
10 19 169 8.54
0 9 177 8.93

1-,

N = 1979
,

o

M'= 44.06
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Values*

Table

DISTRIBUTION
BEHAyIOR INVENTORY:

1966-67

EMI !.

127

OF VALUES ON
TOTAL RAW SCdRE (PRE)

Pe of Non-Blanks

Above 189 10

tentage

0.48

180 --189 . 69 3'.28

170 - 179 146 6.95

160 - 169' 217 10.32

150 - 159 270 12.840
140 - 149 308 14.65

/ 130 - 139 323 . 15.37

120 - 129 314 14.94

110 - 119 198 9.42

100 - 109 129 6.14

90 - 99 67 3.19

80 - 89 35 1.66

Below 80 16 0.76

N = 2102

M. = 138.58

*Values shown are total points out of a possible 200'points:
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A
The Head Start children's average entry score on the Preschool Inventory was

below that.obtained by the disadvantaged children on whom Paldwell calculated

percentile norms for,the instrument. The'pretest mean for the total` test wiS

below the 44th percentile. Mean scores on the four subtests were as foil, s:

Mean (Percentile)

Personal-Social Responsiyenesg 44'.98

Associative Vocabulary - 44.43

Concept'ActivationrNumeriCal 42.60

Concept Activation-Sensory 44.06

. .

The mean pretest raw score on the. BehaVior Inventory was 138.58 out of a pos-
.

sible 200 points: It is difficult to interpret this entry score,-be6ause of

the lack of norming data, but information on gains is discussed in a later sec-
ttion of this chapter.. '

C. PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

4.

As'Table 128 shows, most of the Head Start teachers in' 1966-67 had fairly high

levels of general education. Almost nine-tenths (88.61%) of the children had

teachers who had attended college, and almost a fourth (24.70%) had teachers

who tied tak3n some post-graduate work.

Most of the teachers had little prior (pre -Head Start) experience in working

with preschoolers and disadvantaged children (Table 129). Almoit half of the

children (47.63%) had teachers with less than six months of total experience,

and almost two-thirds had teachers with less than two year's' experience.
. N

Based on scores recorded by observers in the Observer Rating Form, most

teacher placed only moderate emphasis op Social Development Techniques (Table

130). The median value on thisderived scale was 3.1, or somewhat below.mid-

point in the range of possible values (1 to 7), .

r

.Most teachers were observed to make little use of -punishment, and-virtually no

use of physical punishment. The median value on tOe Nonpunitiveness scale
,
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Tabl 128

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES'ON

TEACHER'S EDUCATION,

1966-67

Co

5 or more years college

' 3-4 years college

Ereg. Percentage of Non-Blanks

533

. 1165

24.70

53.99
1 -2 yeari college 214 9.92
11-12 years public school 193 8.94.
9 -10 years public school 17 0.78

5-8 years.pUblicschool 9 0.42.

1 -4 'years public, school
. 27- (1.25

N = 2158

Table- 129

DISTRIBUTION OFVALUES ON
TEACHER'S EXPERIENCE WITH PRESCHOOLERS

AND POVERTY CHILDitEN-

Values

1966 -67

keit. Percentage of Non-Blanks

Over five years 450 21.08

Ihree.to five years 278 13.02

Six 'months to, two years 390 le.27

Under six months 1017 47.63

N a 2135

*
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Table 130 9 1

Valuds* ' .

TEAChER'S
DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT TECHNIQUE
lo

1966-67
1

Freq. Percentage of Non-Blanks
6.50 - 6.99 , 9 ,.. 0.39
6.00 - 6.49 38 '1.64
5:50 - 5.99 70 3.03
5.00 '5.49 °116 5.02'
4.50 - 4.99

''. 214 9.25
4.00

.
4.49' 326 14.10

3.50 - 3.99 196 8.48
3.00 - 3.49 303 13.11-
-2.50 - 2.99 295 12.75
2.00 - 2.49 432 18.69
1.50 - 1.99 277 11.98.
1.00 - 1.49 36 1.56

N = 2312
ca

*Each value on this scale'is an average of valUes on ten items from the
ORF dealing with observed, teacher behaviors felt to promote effective
social/emotional development in children. A high value represents
frequent actions that would preiumably foster social development. Forexam , for the teacher behav+or",-"Extent teacher

attempts to inculcate
res ect for property of others," a value of 7 means "Almost constantattempts to do so;" 6 means "Very frequent attempts to 40 so;" 5 means
"Many attempts to do so;" 4 means "Some attempts to,do,so;" 3 means
"Few attempts.to do so;" 2 meant "Rare attempts to do so;" and 1 means ,"No attempts to do so."
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(Table 131) was about 4.82, which is above midpoint on the possible range of
1 to 7.33.

As in 1967 -68 and 1968-69, there was little emphasis by most teachers on aca-

demically oriented activities (Table 132). The median value on the Academic

Orientation scale was around 2.64, or well below midpoint on the possible

range of 1.to 7.

Outdoor play equipment was in moderately good supply in most Head Start centers
(Table 131), as, reported by the Center Directors. Almost half of the children

.

(49.47%) Were, in centers with both adequate quantity and variety of equipment,

and. another 38.38% were in centers where the equipment was reported to be ade-

quate in quantity or variety, but not in both attributes.

D. GAINS ASSOCIATED WITH'HEAD START

In both1567-68 and 1968-69, significant Pretest/posttest gains. were exper-

ienced by the Head Start children on a number of important dependent variables.

Was this also true in 1966-67? Table 134 summarizes all findings on the t-test

comparisons of pretest and posttest performance for 1966-67. The column at the

far left lists the dependent variables. _Other columns, from left to right,

show the sample sizes the means of the pretest scores (for children with both

pretest and posttest data); the means of, the posttest scores; the mean gain

scores; and the t-ratios of he gain scores. A double asterisk after a t-ratio

indicates that the gain (w: loss) was significant' at the .01 level (two-tailed

test). Appendix B contains tables showing the frequency distributions for the

pretest scores, the poSttest scores, and the gain scores on each dependent

variable.

As Table 134 shows, the Head Start children in 1966-67 made significant gains

(.01 level) on all of the seven performance measures used in this study. The

gain on the Stanford - Binet. was almost four points, compared with gains of

around lour-and-a-half points in 1967-68 and 1968-69. Although this gain

appears modest, and still left the children below the general population norm

of 100, it must be interpreted in the light of the fact that the mean pretest/

posttest interval in 1966-67 was only about four months.
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Table 13

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
TEACHER'S NON-PUNITIVENESS

1966-67

Values* Freq. Percentage of Non-Blanks

7.00 7.49 21 0.92

6.50 - 6.99 528-) 0.88

6:00 6.49 272 11.94

5.50 5.99 326 14.30

5.00 - 5.49 433 19.00

4.50 - 4.99 457 20.05

4.00, - 4.49 247 10.84

3.50 - 3.99 265 11.63

3.00 - 3.49 147 6.45

2.50 - 2.99 72 3.16

2.00 2.49 19 0.83

N = 2279

*Each value on this scale is an average of values on six items from the
ORF dealing with observed teacher modes of punishment and/or rewards used

, to control children's behavior. A high value represents frequent teacher
use Of positive rather than negative reinforcement. For example, on a .

question concerning "Type of punishment teacher uses," a value of 9
represents "Diverting child to new activity;" 8 means "Calling in other
adults;" 7 means "Talking tb the child7-reasoning;" 6 means "Loss cf
punishment;" and so on, down to a value of 1 for "Physical punishment."
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Table 132

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUES ON
TEACHER'S ACADEMIC ORIENTATION

1966-67

Values* Frei. Percentage of Non-Blanks
6.50 6.99 9 0.39
6.00 6.49 18 0.78

4
5.50 5.99. 34 1.47

5.00 - 5.49 97 4.20
4.50 - 4.99 79 3.42

4.00 4.49

3.50 3.99

17
272

ta

7.57

11.76

3.00 3.49 292 12.63

2.50 - 2.99 358 15.48
2.00 - 2.49 492 21.28

1.50 - 1.99' 294 12.72
1.00 - 1.49 192 8.30

N = 2312 '

*Each value on this scale is an.average of values on 17 items from the ORF
dealing with the teac1:er's emphasis on academically oriented classroom
activities. A high veil*: indicates'frevent observations of teacher -

activities showing such emphasis. For example, for an item concerned with
the teacher's efforts to "Lead children in academically oriented
behaviors," a value of 7 represents a teacher who made "Almost constant
attempts" to do so; a value of 6 means "Very frequent attempts;" 5 means
"Many attempts;" 4 means "Some attempts;" 3 means "Few attempts;" 2 means
"Rare attempts;" and 1 means "No attempts."
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Table 133

DISTRIBUTION OF VALU1SON
ADEQUACY OF OUTDOOR PLAY EQUIPMENT

1966-67
a

Percentage of Non-Blanks

Adequate in Quantity
and Variety

1030 49.47

Adequate in Quantity' 799 . 38.38
or Variety 1

Not Available 253 12.15

' N s. 2082
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Gains on the Preschool ,Inventory were somewhat more impressive, with the Head

Sthrt children beginning the evaluation period below the median value ex'ab-.

lished by Caldwell's norming group, and ending the period substantially above
the norming group's. median.1

The children showed significant affective as well as cognitive growth, reg7

istering a mean gain in total raw score on the Behavior Inventory of 4.68

points._ This is not a large gain in absolute quantity, for a scale which had

a possible maximum of 200 points. Furthermore, since the scores were pot age-

adjusted, 'the gains may reflect maturational effects. Nevertheless, there is

at least evidence that some social-emotional development did occur during the

evaluation period.

As in 1967-68 and 1968-69, there were sizable variations among children in the

gains (or losses) experienced on the seven performance measures (see Appendix

B for frequency distributions of gain scores). The following sections of this

chapter address the question of whether those changes were associated with

(1) characteristics of the children and their family backgrounds, (2) features

of the programs that they attended, and/or (3) interactions between the child

and program characteristics.

1
It will be noted in Table 134 that the percentile gain made on each of the sub-

scores of the Preschool Inventory was smaller than the percentile gain for the
total test. This finding raises some questions as to the accuracy of the per-
centile'data which were contained on the computer tapes provided to SDC for its
analyses; conceivably, however, the apparent discrepancy in the magnitude of
the gains for the total score and the subscores could have resulted from anom-
alies in the distribution of the data, especially if a small sample of children
was used to establish the norming data on which the Conversions to percentile,
scores were based.
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E. c'DIFFERENCES IN GAINS FOR DIFFERENT TYPES OF CHILDREN

Tables 135 through 138 show comparisons of performance changes fordiffereht

groups of children (e.g., different age groups, different geographic areas of

residence). For example, Table 135 compares gains for Young and Old children.

From left to right, the columns ishow the dependent variables;, the sample sizes,

pretest means, posttest means, and mean gains on each dependent variable for

one subgroup.(i.e., foung children); the corresponding data for the second sub-

group (Old children); and the differences In mean gains for the two subgroups.

A double asterisk (**) after the difference value means that the difference' was

significant at the .01 level; a single asterisk (*) designates a ;05 level of,

significance.

1. Child's Age

As indicated in Table 135, the Preschool Inventory was the only instrument

on which there were (significant differences in gains for children below 60

months in age at posttest time, and children 60 months or older. The younger

children made larger gains on the total Preschool Inventory and on three sub-

tests from that instrument: Personal-Social Responsiveness, Concept Activa-

tion-Numerical, and Concept Activation-Sensory. This trend toward larger gains

for the Younger children is consistent with that found in 1967-68 and 1968-69.

2. Child's Pretest IQ

As shown in Table 136,, IQ gains followed the same pattern of relationships

with entry IQ as found in 1967-68 and 1968=69. That is, the lower the pretest

IQ, the larger the gain. As noted previously (Chapter VII) for 1967-68 data,

it is possible that the findings on IQ gains may partly reflect a regression-

toward-the-mean phenomenon. There was no similar relationship between entry

IQ and gains on the Preschool Inventory or on the Behavior Inventory.

3. Child's Urban/Non-Urban Residence

Table 137 shows that the Non - Urban. children made significantly larger gains

than Urban children on the Stanford Binet and qp'the pehavior Inventory.

Again, since the Non-Urban children also had lOwer pretest scores on those
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two measures, this.finding may indicate a regression effect as much as it

points to possible superior program benefits for the Non-Urban group.

4. Pret ttest Interval

,Because 'of the substantial variations among sites in the time interval between

pretest and posttest administrations of.the performance measures, It was felt

of interest to determine how this interv al was related .to performance gains.

The interval used in the analyses for the Preschool Inventory and the Stan-

ford - Binet was that for the Preschool Inventory. Data on the Stanford -

Binet interval were not available, but in most sites the intervals for the

Stanfbrd - Binet and the Preschool Inventory were very similar.) The pretest-

posttest interval for the Behavior Inventory was...analyzed in relation to gains

on that same measure. For both the Preschool Inventory and the-Behavior Inven-

tory, a "Shore'interval was defined as one of 17 weeks or less, and a "Long"

interval was greater than 17 weeks.

The pretest-posttest interval was not significantly related to Stanford - Binet

IQ gains. As Table 138 indicates, however, children with greater program

exposures (i.e., longer intervals) did make significantly larger gains on the

total Preschool Inventory, the Personal-SOCial Responsiveness subtest, the

Associative-Vocabulary subtest, and the total Behavior Inventory.. Overall,

the results suggest a zumuletive program effect., though as noted previously,

a causal relationship between program exposure and performance gains cannot be,

directly proven.

F. DIFFERENCES IN GAINS ASS IATED WITH DIFFERENT PROGRAM4PPROACHES
2

A series of one-way analyses. f variance were performed to determine whether

some program approaches were sociated with greater performance gains than

other approaches. Each set of analyses examined the relationship between a

selected program variable and each of the selected dependent variables. The\
unit for these an

ri

lyses was the/individual child, and an analysis-of-variance

model was used n wiich unequal sized cells were unweighted.

C;

230
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The program variables and dependent variables used in the analyses of variance

were those defined above;in Section A. Program variables included three scores

derived from the Observer Rating Form; the level of the teachers' education;

the teachers' amount of experience with poverty children; and th, adequacy

of the centers' outdoor play equipment. Dependent variables were the. Stanford -

Binet IQ the Total Preschool Inventory, and four subtests comprising that

instrument; and the Behavior Inventory total raw score.

1

As previously described for the 1967-68-and 1968-69 data (see Chapter VIII},

adjusted posttest scores were calculated fcr all the performance measures to

be used in the'an'alyses of variance. 'In this procedure the posttest scores

were adjusted by regression techniques to correctfor pretest differences

,. among the children, and the adjusted posttest scNes were-then used 'in place'

of simple gain scores or the dependent variables in the analyses of variance:

Tables 139 through 144 show the results of the analyses of'variance for the

different program,variables. The columns in each table contain, from left

to fight,. the names of the dependent variables; the means-and standard devi-

ations.on each dependent variable of,the children in the level of the

program variable (esti.", children in classes whose teacher had a low level o-f--N

prior experience with disadvantaged children); the means and standard-deviations

for children in successively higher levels of the program Variable; the total

number of degrees of-freedom in the analysis of variance; and the .resulting

F-ratim. F-ratios are marked with a double asterisk if they are significant

at the .01 level, and a single asterisk if they reach the .05 level of signif-
.

idance.

Three of the'program variables (Teacher's Social Development Tecihniques,

Teacher's Noll-punitiveness, and Adequacy of Outdoor Play,Equipment) showed

no significant relationships with any of the performance measures. The other

three program yariables.were significantly related to the adjusted poSttest

scores on at least one dependent variable; each of these program variables is

discuss. La the fdalow00 paragraphs.



1. Teacher's Education

As Table 139 shows, Teacher's Education was related to performance On two rub-
scores of the Preschool Inventory,

(Associative - Vocabulary,--and Concept Acti-
vation-Sensory). However, thei'e does not appear to be -ny consistent trend
in the relationships across measures,, as the two Preschool Inventory subscores

.are related, in opposite directions to the program variable.

2. Teacher's Experience with Preschoolers and Poverty Children

Children having teachers with more years of experience made-larger IQ gains
(.05 level) than children with less experienced teachers (see Table 140).
This appears to reverse the general trend found in the data fori1967-68 and .

1968-69. The possibility that-this relationship might have resulted from con-
founding of Teacher's Experience with other program or child differencesis
examined below in Section G.

3. Teacher's Academic Orientation

The results shown in Table 141 indicate that greater IQ gains were made by
children whose teachers were observed to place a greater emphasis on academ-
ically oriented classroom activities. This trend id logical, because of the
strong'cognitive/aoademic orientation of the Stanford - Binet. However, the
same trend did not carry over to another cognitive measure, the Preschool
Inventory.

G. RELATIO6SHIPS BETWEEN PROGRAM APPROACHES AND PERFORMANCE FOR DIFFERENT
'SUBGROUPS OF CHILDREN

This section is concerned with possible interactions between program variables
and child backgroUnd variables as reflected in the children's performance
gains. That is,'it seeks to determine whether certain program approaches were
consistently associated with higher performance for all subgroups, or whether
there were differential relationships for different subgroups. Separate one-
way analyses of variance.W4performed for different subsets of-children, so
as to provide independent measures of the associations betwe n,program var-

.

iables and performance for children of different age levelt, different pretest
IQ's etc.
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The four subsetting variables for these analyses were Child's Age, Pretest IQ,

Urban/NOn-Urban,Residence, and Pretest-Posttest Interval. Child's Age was used

to define two subgroups, one with children unr 60 months of age, and the other

subgroup with children 60 months old or more. Three subgroups were defined

on the Pretest IQ dimension: one subgroup with IQ's under 85; a second with

IQ's between 85 and 95; and a third subgroup with IQ's over-95. Urban/Non-

Urban Residence was divided at a different point than in 1967 -68 and 1968-69,

---- because of differences in the coding of the data. Urban children were defined

as those-in-cities of at least 100,000, and Non-Urban. Children as those in

smaller cities, suburbs, and rural communities, Two groups were defined on

the basis of Pretest-Posttest Interval; the first group contained children

with intervals of 17 weeks or less, and the second group included those with

intervals of greater than 17 weeks.

As noted in the discussion of the 1967-68 data (see Chapter IX), the statistical

procedures ,ised in calculating the adjusted posttest scores and in making mul-

tiple comparisons among treatments may have the-effect-of-producing a certain

number of falde positives, i.e., rejection of the null hypothesis when in fact

no differences existed between the treatment conditions being compared. For

this reason, a distinction is made in the following presentations for the 1966-

67 data between sources of variance (i.e., program "effects") that reach the

.05 level of significance, and those that reach the. .01 level. Use of the .01

level criterion for rejection of the null hypothesis will eliminate many of the

relationships that may have been statistical artifacts, but data are also pre-

sen'cld on findings at the .05 level, in order to provide further' clues about

Tote ially important program effects.

Table 145 through 161 present the results of the analyses of variance for the

different subgroups of children. in each table, the subgrouping variable (e.g.,

Child's Age) is identified across the top oilltathe table, with two (or three)

values"of that variable designated immediately belowAeThe left-hand column of

the table lists the dependent variables included in the analyses. The tables
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are simplified by including the actual cell values only for those-analyses that
yielded significant F-ratios. Cell entries_in-th-eiirst column following the
list of dependent variables are-the

mean adjusted posttest scores for the lowest-
level of_ the -program variable; then follow the mean scores for the remaining levels
of the program variable.' In the next column, the total degrees of freedom are
indicated, followed by the F-ratios. A double asterisk after an F value means
that the relationship between program variable'and dependent variable was sig-.

nificant at the .01 level; a single asterisk indicates a :65 level of signifi-
cance.

1. Teacher's Education

a. Variations with Child's Pretest IQ (Table 145)

Subletting by pretest IQ had the effect of increasing the strength_of certain-
relationships between Teacher's Education and-children's performance. For
example, a siguificant-(:01 level) positive relationship.was found in the Mid_ -

IQ groups between Pretest IQ and performance on the total Preschool Inventory.

For the High IQ group, pretest IQ was positively related (.05 level) to perfor-
mance on the total Preschool Inventory and on the Associative-Vocabulary sub-

score, and negatively related (.05 level) to performance on the Behavior Inven-
tory. No significant relationships were found in the Low IQ group.

b. Variation with Child's Age (Table 146)

. In the Young group (under. 60 nonths), Teacher's Education Vas positively relatedO

(.05 level) to performance on t%e Associative Vocabulary subscore of the Pre-
school Inventory; in the Old group, it was negatively related'(.01 level) to
the Concept Activation-Sensory subscores. These ate essentially the same
relationships found for the total sample of children.

p. Variations with Urban/Non-Urban Residence (Table 147)

No significant relationships were found within the Urban group, but among Non-

Urban children, by contrast, there were more significant relationships than for

the total sample. In the Non-Urban group, Teacher's Education was positively

associated with -the total Preschool Inventory and with two subscores for that
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instrument, and negatively related to performance on the Behavior Inventory.

d. Variations with Pretest-Posttest Interval (Table 148)

For children with pretest- posttest intervals of 17 weeks or more, Teacher's
Education was positively relatea-to performance on the Stanford - Binet and
on one subscore of the Preschool Inventory, and negatively related to A
Behavior Inventory. No significant relationships, were found in the Short Ilter-

.val (less than 17 weeks) group:

2. Teacher's Experience with Preschoolers and Poverty Children

a. Variations with Child's Pretest IQ (Table 149)'

She positive relationship found in the total samplt between Teacher's Experi-
ence and Stanford - Binet performance was Exclusively in the Mid IQ group.
This group also showed a positive relationshi. oetween Teacher's Experience and
the Concept Activation-Sensory subscore of the Preschool Inventory, negative
relationship of the program variable with the Concept Activation-Numerical

subscoe was found in the High IQ group..

1). Variations with Child's Age (Table 150)

I For the Old gr4 oup of children, Teacher's EXpeience was positively related to
the children's performance on the Stanford -*Binet (:05 level) and on,the

Associative-Vocabulary subtest of the PresChool Inventory (.01 level). There .

were no significant relationships within the Young group.
,

c., Variations with Urban/Non-Urban Reside e (Table 151)

There were no significant relationships in the'Urban group, but for the Non-

Urbap children, Teacher's Experience was positively related to Stanford - Bihet

performance (.05 level), and negatively related to scores on the Concept Active.-

tion-Numerical subtest of the Prescho61 Inventory.
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d. Variations with Pretest-Posttest Interval

When the data were subset by pretest-poSttest interval, neither of the sub-
groups showed signiflOantrelationships between Teacher's, Experience and any of
the performance measures. This suggests that the apparent relationship found
for the total sample between Teacher's Experience and Stanford - Binet perfor-
mance was at least partly a statistical artifact: Teacher's Experience was
evidently confounded with pretest-posttest interval, which in turf was system-.
atically related to site locations.

3. Teacher's Social Development Techniques

Although the total sample of children, showed no significant relationships
between Teacher's Social Development Techniques and any of the performance

measures, some relationships_were found when the data were subset. These rela--
tionships are discussed in the following paragraphs.

.

a. Variations with Child's Pretest IQ (Table 152)

In the Mid IQ group, level of emphasis on social development techniques was
positively related (.05 level) to performance on the Stanford -.Binet and on
the Personal-Social Responsiveness subtest of the Preschool Inventory. No
significant relationships were found for the Low IQ group or the High IQ group.

b. Variations with Child's Age

When the data were subset by Child's Age,. no significant relationships were
found in either subgroup. This fact suggests that relationships found for sub-

.

groups defined on other s setting variables may be, at least in part, artifacts
of confounding of the Social Development Techniques variable with differences
in the children's ages.

c. Variations with Urban/Non-Urban Residence (Table 153)

For Urban children, the level of classroom emphasis on social development

activities was positively associated (.05 level) with Stanford - Binet perfor-
mance. No significant relationships were found in the Non-Urban group.
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d. Variations with Pretest-Posttest Interval (Table 154)

Subsetting of the data by pretest-posttegt interval reveals much stronger
relationships than were found for the total sample; evidently these rel-\tionships
were obscured in the total sample by confounding of the Social Development Tech-

, nigues variable with difFerenCes in the children's length of exposure to the
different programs. For the Long Interval subgroup, the program variable was
positively associated ac the .01 level with performance on the Stanford - Binet,
the total Preschool Inventory, and two subscores of the Preschool Inventory.

4. Teacher's Academic Orientation

a. Variations with Child's Pretest IQ (Table 155)

Teacher's ACademic Orientation was positively associated in the Low IQ group
with Stanford - Binet performance (.01 level), and-in the High IQ group with
the Associative-Vocabulary subscore of the Preschool Inventory (.05 level).
The Mid IQ group showed no significant relationships.

b. Variations with Child's Age (Table 156)

In the Old subgroup, Teacher's Academic Orientation was positively associated
(.05 level) with Stanford Binet performance. There were no significant rela-

tionships in the Young subgroup.

c. Variations with Urban/Non-Urban Residence (Table 157)

Urban children showed a positive relationship at the .01 level between Teacher's

Academic Orientatioh and Stanford - Binet performance. 'No significant rela-

tionships were found in the Non-Urban children.

d. Variations with Pretest-Posttest Interval (Table 158)

*Subsetting by length of pretest-posttest interval reveals more and stronger

relationships than were found for the total sample; the true potency of the

Academic Orientation variable was apparently obscurred in the total-sample
analysis by its being confounded with differences in the length of program
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a

exposure provided at different sites. For the Long Interval subgroup, Teachers
Academic OrientatiOn was positively associated with perforM'antb on the Stanford
Binet, the total Preschool Inventory, and three of the subscores of the Prt--
school Inventory., In the Short Interval subgroup, the program variable was
positively,relatea to tie Stanford - Binet, but negatively related to the total
Preschool Inventory and to, one subscore on-that instrument.

5. Adequacy of Outdoor Play Equipment

This program variable showed no significant relatidhships with any performance
measures in the total sample; some relationships were found when the data were. .

subset, as described -n the following paragraphs.
t

1*

a. 'variations with Pretest IQ (Table 159)

Adequacy of OutdoOr Play Equipment was postiively associated with performance
on the total Preschool Inventory (Mid and High IQ subgroups) and on the Concept
Activation-Numerical subtest (Mid IQ subgroup), but negatively associated with
performance on the Concept Activation-Sensory subtest (Low.IQ subgroup).

b. Variations with Child's Age

When the children were subset by age, neither group showed any significant

relationships between performance and Adequacy of Outdoor Play Equipment.
This finding suggests that the apparent relationships revealed by subsetting on
other child-description variables may be artifacts of the program variable's
confounding wit4 the'age variable,

c. Variations with Urban/Non-Urban Residence (Table 160)-

4

Both the Urban and Non-Urban subgroups showed positive relationships lietcagen'

Adequacy of Outdoor Play Equipment and performance on the Preschool Inventory.

d. Variations with Pretest-Posttest Interval (Table 161)

No significant relationships'were found in the Short Interval subgroup, and
. only one (Concept Activation-Numerical subtest) in the Long Interval subgroup.

a.
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6. Teacher's Non-Punitiveness

Subsetting failed to reveal any significant relationships for this program
variable.

H. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR 1966-67

Head Start children in 1966-67 experienced significant gains (.01 level) on
all of the cognitive and affective performance measures used in this study.
On the Stanford - Binet (the only measure permitting direct comparison across
years), the mean gain in 1966-67 was slightly less than that for 1967-68.and
1968-69 (approximately four points in 1966-67 compared with about four-and-a-
half points in the other years).

On several measures, children with "long" program exposure (17 weeks or more)
gained significantly more than those with shorter exposure. This suggests
that program "effects" were cumulative, at least over the period of this eval-
uation.

a
As in 1967-68 and 1968-69, there was a tendency for children with lower 14itial
scores to register larger gains; this may in part reflect a regression-toward-
the-mean phenomenon, but may also mea that the programs had certain character-
istics making them more beneficial to the children with lower initial capabili-
ties. Another trend wp for younger children (under 60 months) to make larger
gains on the Dreschool Inventory than the older children; this also is consistent
with findings for the other tad years of the Natidnal Evaluaiioh.

If

When the data for all of the sampl:-.1 children were combined, few strong rela-
tionships were found between the six program variables of interest, and the
children's performance gains. The teacher's degree of emphadis on academically
oriented classroom activities was positively associated (.01 level) with Stan-
ford - Binet performance, as was the teacher's level df prior experience with
preschoolers and'poverty children (.05 level). The teacher's education level
`was positively associated with one subtest of the.Preschool Inventory but nega-
tively related to another subtest. No significant relationships were found for
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the other three program variables (Adequacy of Outdoor Play Equipment, Teacher's

Non-Punitiveness, and Teacher's Social Development Techniques).

The picture regarding the "effects" of the program variables changed appreci-

ably when separate analyses were performed for different subgroups of children.

In several cases, subsetting revealed relationships between program variables
and Irformance measures that were obscured in the total-sample analyses. The

most potent subsetter in this respect was the pretest-posttest interval. For

example,'Teacher's AcadeMic Orientation was positively related in the total sam-

ple only to Stanford ---Binet performance; however, when the analysis was subset

by pretest-posttest interval, children in the Long Interval subgroup (17 weeks

Or more) also showed positive relationships of the program variable with the

total Preschool Inventory and with several subtests of that instrument. By

contrast, the Short Interval- subgroup showed a negative relationship between

Teacher's Academic Orientation and PreschoofNInventory performance; this rever-
sal of direction4n the two subgroulis'probably accounts for the overall lack of

significant relationshipS on the Preschool Inventory for the total sample.

In several other4cases, subsetting had the effect of washing out the apparent

relationships between a program variable and the children's performance. For

example, the total sample showed a positive relationship between Teacher's

Experience with Preschoolers and Poverty Children; this relationship was no

longer evident when the data were subset by pretest-posttest interval. Simi-

larly, the total-sample relationship between Adequacy of Outdoor Pray Equipment

and performance on the Preschool Inventory disappeared when separate analyses

were performed for Young and Old children. Such findings strongly suggest

that the relationships found in the analyses of the total sample were at least

partly artifacts of confounding between the program variables and one or more

of the (subsetting variables.

As noted elsewhere in this report, the study's design does not permit direct

evidence of causal relationships between program variables and children's per-

formance. For convenience, however, the term "effect" is used in the following

paragraphs, which summarize relitionships betWeen the six prograri variables
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and the performance measures.

Teacher's Academic Orientation: Children in classes with greAter focus on
academic/cognitive activities made significantly larger gains on most of tne
cognitive measures; this trend was particularly evident when separate analyses
were performed for children who were exposed. to the programs for,at least 17

`months.

Teacher's Education: Children with better educated teachers showed superior
performance on both cognitive measures (Stanford Binet and Preschool Inven-
tory), but had lower performance on the one social-emotional measure (Behavior
Inventory). The positive. relationship with cognitive performance is a reversal

Gof trends found in the 1967-68 and 1968-69 data.

Teacher's Social Development Techniques: In the Long Interval subgroup, this
program variable show "d a strong positive relationship with several cognitive
measures, but none with the social-emotional measure (Behavior Inventory) where
such a relatiOnship might have been expected. Despite the fact that subsetting
on Child's.Age,reduced the apparent strength of "effects" of the variable, the
overall evidence suggests that Teacher's Social Development Techniques may have
been a fairly potent factor in certain aspects of the children's behavior.

11111

Teacher's Experience with Preschoolers and Poverty Children: Significant rela-
tionships between this variable and performance were few and inconsistent. In
view of the fact that all relationships were washed out by subsetting on pre-
test-posttest interval, it does not appear that Teacher's Experience had any
great overall effection performance.

4
Adequacy of Outdoor Play Equipment: For some subgroups of children this var-
iable had positive relationships with certain performance measures, Lut in gen-
eral it does not show the strong effects that "Large Muscle Equipment' showed
in tha.1968-69 data (See TM-4862/000).
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Teacher's Non-Punitiveness: Whereas a similar variable 'show4d fairly strong
positive relationships with performance in the 1968-69 analyses, no such rela-
tionships were found for any subgroups in -the 1966-67 analyses.
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APPENDIX A

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PRETEST;

POSTTEST, AND GAIN SCORES ON

DEPENDENT VARIABLES
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Table-A-1

PREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON

STANFORD-BINET

(For Persons with Both Prescores and Postscores)

4-

VALUES PRE ,
.

. POST
FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

Above 134 0 0.00 7 0.46
130 134 4 0.27 - 7 0.46
125 129 9 0.60 '' 19 '61.26
120 - 124 . 16 1.06 39

.01%.
2.58

115 - 119 36 2.39' 63 4.18
110 - 114 47 3.12 86 5.70
105 109 13T 9.08 167 11.08
100 104 147 9.75 192 12.74
95 99. 217 14.39 241 15.98

.90 - 94 241 15.98 230 15.25
85 - 89 223 14.79 165 10.94
80 - 84 170 11.27 134 8.89
75 - 79 a 110 7t?.30 .79 5.24

.70 74 72 4.77 41 2.72
65 - 69 39 2.58 22 1.46
60 - 64 22 , 1.46 12 0.80
55 - 59 11 0.73 2 0.13
Below 55 7 0.46 2 0.13

N a= 1508
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Table A-2

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF GAIN SCORES ON

STANFORD-BINET

VALUES FREQUENCY
o

PERCENTAGE

Above 39' 6 0.40

.35-39 '
. 4 0.27

30-34
4 , 8 1

0.53

25-29 ' 24 , 1.59

20-24 52 o 3.45

15-19 122 8.09

10-14 *232 15.38

5-9 283 18.76

0-4 328 21.75

(-5)-(-1) 228 15.12t
(-10)-(-6) 149 9.88

,

(-15)-(-11) 47 3.12

(-20)-(-I6)
. 21 1.39

Below (-20) 4 0.27

N = 1508
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Table A-3

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON

FACTORS AFFECTING TEST PERFORMANCE

(For Persons with Both Prescores and Postscores)

,

VALUES PRE ,
.- POST

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
.

,

75 - 79 0 - 0.00 0 0.00
70 - 74 122 8.28 99 6.72

65 - 69 390 26.46 592 - 40.16

60 - 64 299 20.28
.

320
.

21.71

55 - 59 194 , 13.16 178 12.08

50 -'54 . 128 8.68 88' 5.97
,--

45 - 49 94 6.38 64 .34

40 - 44 66
..

4.48 59
. .

3.39

35 - 39 69 4.68 '35 2.137

36 - 34 54 , - 3.66 20 1.36
- .

.25 - 29 28 1.90 15< 1.02
20 - 24 13 0.88 5 0.34

15 - 19 15 1.02 . B' 0.54

10 - 14 2 0.14 0 . , 0.00

m, 1474 ,
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Table A-4

FELQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF GAIN SCORES. ON

FACTORS AFFECTING TEST PERFORMANCE

, VALUES FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

Above 47 2 - '' 0.14

40-47 9 0.61
. m

32-39
.

27 1t83
,

24-31 62 4.21

16-23 117 7.94

.8-15 190 12.89

0-7 628 42:60

, (-8)-(-1) 284 19.27

(r16)-(-19) 84 5.70

(-24)-(-17) 41 2.78

(-3) --(-25)

b

20 1.36

,

Below (-?2) 10 0.67 '

(ft



. T

A

Table A-5

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON

SIOP: TOTAL VERBAL BEHAVIOR

(For Persons with Both Prescores and Postscores)

VALUES* PRE
POST

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

Above 139 3 0.20:
. ..

1 0.06
130 - 139 4 0.27 1 0.06
120 - 129 6 0.40 , 3 0.20
110 - 119 16 1.06 14 0.93-

.100 - 109 18 :1.119 23 1.53.
.90- 99 30 1.99 36 . 2.39

80 - 89 46 3.05
..

51
, 3.38

70 - 72 61 4.05 , 107
.

7.10
60 - '69 103 - 6.83

. 141 9.36
50 - 59 143 9.49 . 201 13.34
40 - 49 220 , 14.60

14.27. .215
.30, 39 258 17.12 241 15.99

.'20 - 29 245 16.26 251 16.66
10 - 19 212 14.07 148 9.82
0 - 9

. 142
. - 9.42 . 74 4.91

N 1507

*For i terpretation of scale, see Table 26.
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Table A-6

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF GAIN SCORES ON
SIO^P: TOTAL VERBAL BEHAVIOR

VALUiS FREQUENCY PERCENTAdE

Above 74
14

0.93.' 0
60-74 30 1.99

45-59
53- -3.52

30-44
144.

. 9.55

15-29 293 19.44

0-14 363 24.09

(-15)-(-1) 331 -21.96

)(-30)-(-16) 143 9.49

(-45)-(-31) 86 5.71

(-60)-(-46) ( 33 2.19

Below (-60) 17 1.13

11.

,N 1507
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Table A-7

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON

SIOP1, TOTAL NON-VERBAL BEHAVIOR

(For Peisons with.Both Prescores and Postscores)

'VALUES* PRE POST
.

FREQUENCY,. PERCENTAGE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

Above 74 2 0.13 3 0.20
70 - 74 '3 0.20 2 0.13

65- 69 1 0.07 3 0.20
60 - 64 9 0.60 2 0.13

55 -:59' 7 0.47 - 6 0.40
50 -- 54. 10 ..,0.66 10 , 0.66
45 - 49. 13 - 0.86 17 1.13

40 - 44 . 21 1.40 17 1.13
35 - 39 33 2.19; 34 2.26
30 - 34- 43

.. _
. $ 2.86 __ ..760 _ _

---3 v99---
25 - 29 65 4.32 77 5.12

_20 - 24 122 8.11 88 5.85
15 - 19 148 9.83 178 11183

10 - 14 .- 262 17.41 . 252 16.74
5 - 9 379 25.18 367 24.38
0 :- 4 387 25.71 389 25.85'

N = 1505

*For interpretation of scale, see Table 27.
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Table A -8

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS /OF GAIN SCORES ON

STOP: TOTAL NON-VERBAL BEHAVIOR

VALUES FREQUENCY PERCFRTAG/

Above 69 1 0.07

60-69 2 0.14

50-59 7 0.47

40-49 16 1.03

30-39 26 1.73

20-29 62 4.12_

10-19 176 11.70

0-9 517 34.35

--(-10)-(=1)--- 442 29.37

(-20)-(-11) 145 .9.64

(-30)-(-21) 64 4.26

(-4Q)-(-31)
28 1.86

(-50)-(-41) 11 0.73

c)(-60)-(-51). 5 0.33

Below (-60) 3 0.20

N = 1505
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Table A-9

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON

SIOP: TOTAL INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

(For Persons with Both Prescores and Postscores)

VALUES * PRE POST

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE REQFREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

Above 19 3 0.29 3 0.29
18 - 19 -2 0.19. 1 0.10
16.- 17 4 0.39 0

.

0.00
14 - 15 1 .0.10 3 0.29
12 - 13 5 0.48 2 0:19
10 - 11 4 0.39 6 0.58
8 - 9 15 1.45 9

..

0.87
6 -. 7. 27

. 2.62. 31. 3.00
4 -, 5 48 4.65 50 4.85
2 - 3 140

.

, 13.57 :165
...

15.99
0 ----1 783--- 75.87----- .,:--.. 7-162-

- 73.84--7,

. IV* 1032

*For interpretation of scale, see Table 28.
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Table A-10

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF GAIN SCORES ON
SIOP: TOTAL INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

S

VALUES FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

Above 69

6
1

-
0.10

60 -69 1 0.10

50-59 0 Q.00

40-49 0 0.00

30-39, 0 0.00

20-29 1 0.10

10-19 7
, 0.67

0-9 784 75.97

( -1p) -( -1)
227. 21.99

0.77
.( -20 -( -11) 8

( -30) -( -21) 1
, 0.10

( -40) -( -31) 1 0.10

( -50) -( -41) 0 0.00

Below (-50) 1 0.10

N = 1032
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.Table A-11

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON

SIOP: INITIATIONS BY SUBJECT TO,PEERSOF SAME ETHNIC GROUP.
,

(For Persons with Both Prescores and Postscores)

VALUES* - PRE POST

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

Above 64 1 0.07 0 0.00
60 - 64 0 0.00 0 0.00

55 - 59 2 0.16 0 0.00
50 - 54 0 0.00 1 0.07

45 - 49 3 0.23 6 0.47

40 - 44 10 0.78 6 0.47

35 - 39 19 1.48 16 1.25
30 - 34 31 2.43 54 2.65

25 - 29. 74 5.78 74 5.78

20 - 24 123 9.60, 135
:

10.54

15 - 19 217 16.94 233 18.20

10 --1-.4--- 264 20.61 247 23.18

5 -,- 9 299 23.34 296 23.10
4

0 "' 4 238 18.58 183 14.29

N = 1281

*For interpretation of scale, see Table 29.
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Table A-12.

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF GAIN SCORES ON

SIOP: INITIATIONS BY SUBJECT TO PEERS OF SAME ETHNIC GROUP

VALUES FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

Above 29 3 0.24

25-29 7 0.55

20-24 22 1.71

15=12 55 4.29,

.

. 10-14 99 7.73

5-9 211 16.47

-0-4 329 25.68

269 21.00

(-10)-(-6) 160 12.49

11 5.54

(-20)-(-16) 27 2.11
,

(-25)-(-21) 14 1.09'

(-30)-(-26) 12 0.94

Below (-30) 2 0.16

N = 1281,

.



,Table A-13

-FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON

SIOP: INITIATIONS BY SUBJECT TO PEERS OF OTHER ETHNIC GROUP

(For Peisons with Both Prescores and Postscores)

VALUES* PRE POST

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE FREQUENCY - PERCENTAGE
.

.

Above 44

40 - 44

0

1

0.00.

0.08

', 0

1

0.00

0, 108

35 - 39 0 0.00 0 d.00
3,0 - 34 2 0.17 7 0.60
25 - 29 6 0.51' - 13 ',1.10
20 - 24 20 1.71 28 2.38

15 - .19 43 3.65 , 52 4.42
10 - 14 101 8.58 106 9.01
5 - 9 187 15.89 212 18.01
0 - 4 817 69,41 758 64.40

N = 1173

*For interpretation ofi-scale, see Table 30.
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Table A-14

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF GAIN SCORES ON
SIOP: INITIATIONS BY SUBJECT TO PEERS OF OTHER ETHNIC GROUP

VALUES FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
...

Above 29 .

2 0.17

25-29 2 0.17 , ,

20-24 4 0.34

15-19' 19 1.61

10-14 33 2.81

' 5-9 116 . 9.88

0-4 676 57.43

(-5)-(-1) 250 21.24

(-10)-(-6) 49 4.16

(-15)-(-11) 20 1.70

(-20)r(-16)

Below (-20)

4

2

0.34

0.17

N = 1177



es

Table A-15

FREQUENC DISTRIBUTIONS OF.PRE AND POST VALUES ON

EFFECT OF HEAD START ON CHILD,

(For Persons with Both Prescores and Postscores)

VALUES* PRE POST

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE -
___-_..c-

7 157 11.31 195 14.05

6 136 9.80 154 11.09

.5 146 10.52 -I 150 10.81

4 160 - 11.53 171 12.32

3 224 16.14 C 197 14.19

2 '. 295 21.25 288 20.75

1 252 18.15 219 15.78

0 18 1.30 14 1.01
...,

N = 1388

*For interpretation of scale,Keeediscussion'of Figure 39 on page 54.
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Table A-16

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF GAIN SCORES...ON

PERCEIVED EFFECT OF HEAD START ON CHILb

VALUES FREQUENCY ...'.
. PERCENTAGE

Above 5 8 i- 0.57

5 26 1.87
. .

4
. 51 3.67 '-.

.

3 70 .5.04'
2

2 137 . '9.87 ..

, 1

.

. 281

.397

20.25

,
.

28.60
-----;-

( -1) 186 13`:40

(-2) 119 8.57

(-3) 61 - . 4.40
,

(-4) b . 34
.

2.46
,.

(-5)
. 15 1.08

0(-6T 2 0.15

(-7)
. . 1 0.07

N = 1388
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Table. A-17

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON

PARENT' EDUCATIONAL ASPIRATIONS'FOR,CNILD

(For Persons with Both Prescores and Postscores)

O

VALUES** "
-

.

.PRE
.

POST

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE FREQUENft PERCENTAGE

9

.8

.7

6

.5

2

1

.

' 75
. .

594

.1:80

46

: 265

10

2.

2

11

.

:

-

5.42

42.89

27.44

3.32

19.13

0.72

0.1;

0p15

0.78

1.

.

...

t

72'

581'

381

28
.

295

12

1
.

3

12

5.20

41.9

27.1

.01

.30

0,87

0.07

0.22

0.87

.4

1

*For interpretation of scale see Table 42.



Table A-18

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF GAIN SCORES ON

PARENT EDUCATIONAL ASPIRATIONS FOR CHILD

VALUES
FREQUENCY. , PERCENTAGE.

.

8

.

6

5

4

3

2

-1

0

(-1)

(-2)

(-3).

(-4)

(-5)

(-6)

(-7)

.

r

.

..,

.

.

.

.

.

.

,

.

.

, .

.

:
. ..

-4

.

.
1

1

,4

0

7

54

72

177

720

187
...

82
:

63

10

1

3

3 :

0

.

, 4

I

.

.

.

1

.

.

.

0.07

0.07

0.29

0.00

0.51

3.90

5.20

12.78

51,98

. 13-.50

5.92

4.55

6. 7 2

0.07

. .
- 0.22

0.22

.

.

- .

. ,

.

.

%

+
,

.
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Table A-19

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON

PARENT EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS FOR CHILD.

(For Persons with Both Prescores and Postacores)

,VALUES* PRE POST
FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

et-

9 10 0. 72
.,,,.

-, 12 0.87
8 154 '11.14 151

.z.
10.92

7 \ 152' 10.99 135 9.76_.__

53 3.83 - 39 2.82
.......16.:--

5 824 59.58 808 58.42:
4 21 1.52 23 1.66

.3 57 , 4.12
''... 69 . . 4.99

2 . 16 -*/16 27 1.95
96 6.94 119 8.61

N = 1383

*For interpretation of scale, se0able 43.

5
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Table A-20

FREQUENCY. DISTRIBUTIONS OF GAIN SCORES ON .

PARENT EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS FOR CHILD

VALUES FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

7
5 0.36

6 . 5 0.36

5 3 0.21

4 44
. 3.18

.3 57 4.12

2 100 7.23

1
61 4.41

.

0 762 55.10

(-1) 84 .6.08

(-2) 112 % 8.10

(-3) 63 4.56

(-4) 65 4.70

(-5) ,-
4 0.29

(-6) 15 1.09

(-7N 3 0.21

N = 1383



Table A-21

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON

PARENT FEELING OF VALUE OF EDUCATION

(For Persons with Both Prescores and Postscores)

---PRE____ POSTVALUES*

FREQUENCY, PERCENTAGE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE-

Above 89.9 7 0.50 6 0.43
66.0 - -89-.-9 37

46 _ ___ __.3-2E___
2.64

- 70.0 - 79.9 133 9.49 141 10.06
60.0 -69.9 271 19.34 263 18.77
50.0 - 59.9 350 24.98 373 26.63
40.0 - 49.9 233 Q16:63 217 15.49
30.0 - 39.9 226 16.13 226 16.13
20.0 --29.9 105 7.50 93 6.64
10.0 - 19.9 36 2.57 31 2.21
0.0 - 9.9 3 0.22 5 0.36

N = 1401

*For interpretation of scale, see discussion of Table 44 on page 58.
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF GAIN SCORES ON

PARENT FEELING OF VALUE OF EDUCATION

.
VALUES. FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

,

0.14Above 59:9-
- 0

50.0-59.9 0.14

..._, 40.0-49.9 19 i.36.

30.0-39.9 p 47 3.36

20.0-29.9 112 7.99

10.0-19.9
..

. . 270 19.27
.

...

..,

0.0- 9.9 407 29.05

(-10.0)-(-0.1) 52 3.71

(- 20.0) -( -10.1)

(-30.0)-(-20.1)

270

56

19.27

4.00 -

(40.0)-(-30.1) 138 9.85

(-50.0)-(-40.1) 23 . 1.64

Below (-50.0) 3 0.22



APPENDIX B

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PRETEST,

POSTTEST, AND GAIN SCQRES ON

DEPENDENT VARIABLES:,(1966 -67)



TABLE B-1
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON

STANFORD-BINET
(For Persons With Both Prescores and Postszores)

1966-67

FREQUENCY

Above 140

136 - 140

.131 - 135

126 130

-12-1= 125-

116 120

111 - 115

106 - 110

101 105

.96 100.

91 -

86 90

x"81 '85

76 - 80

71 - 75

66. 70.

61 65

Below 61

3

7

11

23

50

- 75

114

174

245

258

252

' 210
132

97

45

26.

29

N 1,784

PRE
-------

--
PERCENTAGE

FREQUENCYOF NON-BLANKS

0.17

0.17

0.40

0.62

1.10

2.84

4.25

6.46

9.86

13.89

14.63

14,29

11.91

7.48

5.50

2.55

2.04

1.64

11

8

16

-36-

67

91

166

216

277

268

207

1,65

112

53

33

16

12

POST

291

PERCENTAGE
OF NM-BLANKS

0.57

0.62

0.45

0.91

2.04

5.16

9.41

12.25

15.70

15.19

. 11:74

-9X35

6.35

3.00

1.87

0.91

0.68



0

TABLE 8-'2

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF GAIN SCORES ON
STANFORD-BINET

1966-67

-VALUES FREQUENCY

'Above 44

40 -.44

35 - 39

30 - 34

25 - 29

20 - 24

15 - -19

10 - 14

5 - 9

0 - 4

(-5) - (-1)

(-10) - (-6)

(-15) - (-11)

(-20)-- (-16)

(-25) (-21)

(-30) - (-26)

Below (-30)

a

2

14

. 34

53

127

261

300

383

290

180

72

30

5

3

3

N 1,764

292

L

PERCENTAGE
OF NON-BLANKS

0.11

0.11

0.28

0.79

1.93

3.01

7.20

14.80

17.01
A'

21.71

16.44

10.21

4.08

1.70

0.28

0.17

,O.17



TABLE B -3
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON

TOTAL PRESCHOOL INVENTORY PERCENTILE
(For Persons With Both Prescores and rosiscoree)

1966-67

VALUES
PRE POST

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE-
OF NON-BLANKS FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

OF NON-BLANKS

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

- 99

8R

- 79

- 69

- 59

- 49

- 39

- 29

- 19

- 9

109

89

. 156

168

143

243

176

204

n6

150

6.55

5.35

9.38

10.10

8.59
____ -___

14,60

10.58

12.26

13.58

9.01

238

200

213

220

_____157

214

129

119

119

55

14.30

12.02

12.80

13.22

--9.44,
h

12.86

7.75

7.15'T

7.15

3.31

---

,-
--

.



TABLE B-4
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF GAIN SCORES ON

TOTAL PRESCHOOL INVENTORY PERCENTILE
1966-67

' VALUES FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
OF NONBLANKS

Above 79
-.

5 0.30

70 - 79 5 0.30

60 - 69 - 19 1.14

50 - 59 54 3.25

40 - 49 86 . 5.17

30 - 39 183 11.00

20 - 29 244 14.66

10 - 19 353 21.21

391 23.50--T.- fl--- -9

(-10) - (- 1) 205 12.32

(-20) - (-11) 66 3.97.

(-30) (-21) 32 .

1.92

'( -40) - (-31) ,

16 0.96
.Below (-40) 5 0.30

N = 1,664

-

NN\

N. 294

ti



TABLE B -5

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POSI VALUES ON
PERSONAL-SOCIAL RESPONSIVENESS PERCENTILE

(For Perscind With Both Prescores 11c1 Postscores)
-1966-67

VALUES
PRE

..\\ POST
\

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

OF_NON=BLANKS--
.

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
OF NON-BLANKS

90 - 99 69 4.09 146
r

8.66

80 - 89. 124 7.35 229 \\13.57

70 - 79 182 10.79 '292 1K.

60 - 69 201 11.92 247 14. -------_5O-- 158 9.37 162 9.60\
40 - 49

274 16.24 223 13.22 \.
30 - 39 176 10.43 , 137 8.12
20 - 29

263 15.47 144 8.54
.

10 19 132 7.82 76 4.50
0 - 9 110_ 6.52 31:

.

1.84



TABLE B-6

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OFGKIii SCOAES ON
PERSONALSOCIAL RESPONSIVENESS PERCENTILE

1966-67

VALUES FREQUENCY .PERCENTAGE
,OF flONBLANKS

.
70 79

0.36
60 69 21 1.24

50 59 .61 3:62

40 49 101 5.99

3.0 39 185 10.97
20 29 229 13.57

. 42'
325 19.27

0 - 9 383 22.70

(-10) (-1y 189 11.20

(<-20) (-11) 105 6.22

°(-30) (-21) 44 2.61

(-40) (-31) 23' 1.36

(-50) 14 0.83

(-60) `(-51) ° 0.06

N = 1,687
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TABLE B-7
FREQUENCY D1STRIBUTIQNS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON

ASSOCIATIVE VOCABULARY PERCENTILE
(For Persons With, Both PresCores and Postscores)

1966-67

VALUES
PRE

POST

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE.
OF NON-BLANKS FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

OF NON-BLANKS
o90 - 99 57 3.40 148 ' 8.84

80 - 89 164 9.79 264 15.76

70 - 79 233 13.91 291 17.37

60 - 69 167 9,97

50 - 59 146 8.72 158 9.43 .

40 :. 49 157 9.37 144 8.60

30 - 39 172 10.27 145 8.66

20 - 29 228, 13.61 164 9.79

10 - 19 '176 10.51 110 6.57

0 - 94 175 10.45 87 5.19

N = 1,675

O

0
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TABLE B -8-
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF GAIN SCORES ON

ASSnCIATIVE VOCABULARY 'PERCENTILE
1966-67

VALUES FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
OF NON-BLANKS

80 -
1 0.06

70 - 79 17 1.01

60 - 69 23 1.37

50 41 2.45

40 - 49 116 '6.92

- 39 164 9.79

219 13.07
10 - 19 280 16.72

9
- 9 373

(-10) - (-1) 201 12.00
(-20) - (-11)* 116 6.93
( -30') - (-21) . 68 4.06

(-40) - (-31) 37 2.21
(-50) (-41) 13 0.78 1

( -60) 7(-51) 4 0.24
'(-70) '(-61) 2 0.12

N a 1.675`
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. : / TABLE 8-9
.

.
, FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF,PRE AND POST VALUES QN

.1.,.1 COVEPT ACTIVATION-NUMERICAL-PERCENTILE ---
(For Persons With Both Prescoves'anii Posncores).

).966r67 .

... .e ,

-'
4.

-
VALUES'

.
PRE 1 ' -

.

,
. POST

ryFUQUEN-. . PERCENTAGE
OF NON-BLANKS -

F REQUENCY. .PERCENTAGE
.

OF NON-BLANKS

.. 6-

90.- 99

-80'- 89
-6.

70 - 79

60 - 69

50 - 5.9

40 - 49.

.30 - 39

20.- 29

10f- 19

0 9

71

12 '4

114

167

169

N.%
234

.....

237

224

17.1:
0

. 146

.

4.2

,7.56.

7.98

9.94

10.96.

13.93

'14.11

13.33

10.18

8.69

.

P.

134

227

. 186 ,

195

-176:

1..el

.2'3

162

.125

.c.i,.. 81

.
-..

.

7.98

.13.51

1L.07,

11.61

10.48

10.77

12.68

9.64 .

7.44.

. 4.82

..

N F

299
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TABLE 8-10

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF GAIN
CONCEPT ACTIVATION -- NUMERICAL.

1966-67

SCORES ON
PERCENTILE

)
VALUd , FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

OF NON- BLANKS

Above 79

70 - 79 .

60 - 69

50 - 59

40-- 49

30 - 39

20 - 29

10 - 19

Or - 9

(-10) - (-1)

(-20) - (-11)

(-30) - ( -21)

(-40) - (-31)

(-50) - ( -41)

Belau (-50)

-

10

..- 26

57

79

136

228
.

276

. 370

246

137

,57

27

19

9
.

.

.

-.

r c

. .

4.

4

.0 . 18

0.60

1.55

3.39

4.70

8.10

13.57

., 16.43

'22,02

4'14.64

8.15

. 3.39
.

1..61

1.11
.

0.54

.

.

N

300

.40
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'TABU 8-11
.

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON
CONCEPT ACTIVATION-SENSORY PERCENTILE .

(For Persons With Both Prescores and Postscores)
1966-67

.

VALUES
/ PRE -. POST

-

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
OF NON- BLANKS FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

OF NON-BLANKS
o

90.- 99 78 4.63 162 9.61

80 - 89 84.
. 4.98 117 6.94

.

--.
70 - 79 184 10.91. 326 19.33

60. - 69 ' .- .192 11.39 257 15.24

50 - 59 169 10.02 177 10.50

40'- 49 272 1.13 207 12.28

30 - 39 222 13.17 167 9.90

20 - 29 195 11.57 151 8.96

10 - 19 142 8.42 74 4.39

0 9 148 8.78 48 2.85

N = 1,686

O
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TABLE B-12

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF GAIN SCORES ON
CONCEPT ACTIVATION - SENSORY PERCENTILE

1966-6?

VALUES
. -

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
OF NONBLANKS

Above 79 5 0.30

70-- 79 14 0.83
60 69 29- 1.72

50 59 52 3.08.
40 49 90 . 5.34

30 39 . 174 10.32
20 29 253 15.01'

10 -- 19 290 17.20

0 9 353 20.94.

(-10) (-1) 183 .. . 10.83

(-20) - (-11) 146 8.66

(-30) (-21) 53 3.14

(-40) ( -31) 32 1.90

(-50) (-41.) 8 0.47

Below ( -50) 4 0.24

OW



TABLE B-13
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRE AND POST VALUES ON

BEHAVIOR INVENTORY: TOTAL RAW SCORE
(For Persons With Both Prescores and Postscores)

1966-67

:VALUES
PRE

POST

FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
OF NON-BLANKS FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

OF NON-BLANKS

Above 189 9 0.49 . 19 1.03
180 - 189 58 3.15 78 '4.23
170 - 179 126 . G.83 191 10.35
160 - 169 195 10.57 235 '- 12.74

.

150 - 159, 235 12.74 261 ' -7- 14.15
140 - 149 277 15.01 251 . 13.60
130 - 139 . 285 14.54 255 13.82
120 - 129 275 14.91 -248 13.44
110 - 119. 177 9.59 176 9.54
100 - 109 '113 6.13 .93 5.04
90 - 99 58 3.14 23 1.25 .

80 - 89 24
, 1.28 8 0.43

Below. 89 13 0.71 7 0.38

N = 1,845

*



TABLE 8-14

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF GAIN SCORES ON
BEHAVIOR INVENTORY: TOTAL RAW SCORE

. 1966-67

.

VALUES FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
OF NON-BLANKS

. 85 - 99 5 0.27

.70 - 84 8 0.43

55 - 69 22 1.19

40 54 66 3.58

25 -39 153 8.29

10 24 431 23.36

(-5) 9 636 34.47

(-20) (-6) . . 350 18.97

( -35) ( -21) 130 . 7.05

(-50) - (-36) 30 1.63

65) (-51) 11 0.60

Below (-65) 3 0.16
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